Maine State Library

Digital Maine
Maine Reports and Publications from U.S.
Department of Environmental Protection

Federal Documents

12-1990

Record of Decision : Union Chemical Co., Inc. Superfund Site,
South Hope, Maine
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency

Follow this and additional works at: https://digitalmaine.com/dep_feddocs

United States
Environmental Protection
Agency

-S- EPA

Oflice of
Emergency and
Remedial Response

Superfund
Record of Decision:
Union Chemical, ME

EPA/ROD/R01 -91 /053
December 1990

80272-101

I R E P O R T D O C U M E N T A T IO N
PAGE

3. Recipient's Accession No.

2.

i. r e p o r t n o .

EPA/ROD/RO1-91/053
5. Report Date

1 4. Title end Subtitle

SUPERFUND RECORD OF DECISION
Union Chemical, ME
First Remedial Action - Final

12/27/90
6.

7. Author(s)

8. Performing Organization RepL No.

9. Performing Organization Name and Addreaa

10. Profect/Teak/Work Unit No.

11. Contract(C) or Grant(G) No.
(C)
(G)
12. Sponsoring Organization Name and Address

13. Type of Report & Period Covered

U.S. Environmental Protection Agency
401 M Street, S.W.
Washington, D.C. 20460

800/000
14.

15. Supplementary Notea

16. Abatract (Limit: 200 words)

The 12.5-acre Union Chemical (UCC) site is an inactive paint stripping solvent
manufacturing and recycling facility in Hope, Knox County, Maine. Land use in the
area is residential, and a pond is located approximately 300 feet northeast of the
site. The site is bounded on the east and southeast by Quiggle Brook, which flows
southward for 5 miles before discharging into Crawford Pond, a drinking water source.
A floodplain and a wetland area exist along Quiggle Brook at the eastern end of the
site, and another wetland has been identified to the south. Site operations, which
began in 1967, included formulating patented solvents for paint stripping and
coating. These products were manufactured and utilized on the premises in several
onsite buildings. Later operations also included recycling of used stripping
compounds and solvents from other businesses on a small scale until 1982, when a
fluid-bed incinerator was acquired. In 1979, State investigations identified the
presence of onsite ground water contamination. Subsequent private studies in 1981
confirmed the presence of two contaminated ground water plumes in the area between
the facilities and Quiggle Brook, and that the northern plume had resulted from
migration of chemical constituents from the onsite Old Leach Field. The southern
(See Attached Page)
17. Document Analysis a. Descriptors

Record of Decision - Union Chemical, ME
First Remedial Action - Final
Contaminated Media: soil, gw, debris
Key Contaminants: VOCs (PCE, TCE, toluene, xylenes), other organics (dioxin), metals
(arsenic, lead), other inorganics (asbestos)
b. klentifiers/Open-Ended Terms

c. COSAT1 Held/Group
tg. Availability Statement

19. Security Class (This Report)

None
20. Security Clase (Thia Page)

291
22. Price

None

1
(See ANSI-Z39.18)

21. No. of Pages

See Instructions on Reverse

OPTIONAL FORM 272 (4-77)
(Formerly NT1S-35)
Department of Commerce

EPA/ROD/R01-91/053
Union Chemical, ME
First Remedial Action - Final
-ihstract (Continued)
plume is believed to be contaminated as a result of a leaking storage tank in a former
drum disposal area south of the plant buildings. The State issued several violations
to the owner between 1979 and 1984, and eventually closed the plant in late 1984. At
that time approximately 2,000 to 2,500 55-gallon drums and 30 liquid storage tanks were
identified onsite. In 1984, the State removed all the material from within the
55-gallon drums and all but two of the liquid storage tanks. This Record of Decision
(ROD) addresses remediation of contaminated onsite soil, debris, sludge, ground water,
and facilities, and provides for further evaluation of contaminated offsite soil. The
primary contaminants of concern affecting the soil, groundwater, and debris are VOCs
including PCE, TCE, toluene, and xylenes; other organics including dioxin; metals
including arsenic and lead; and other inorganics including asbestos.
The selected remedial action for this site includes decontaminating all onsite
facilities including the still building, production facilities, welding shop,
incinerator complex, concrete pads, the church, all associated equipment, tanks,
above-ground drums, and buried pipes using high pressure steam cleaning or another
decontamination technique; collecting and testing all wastewater resulting from
decontamination operations, draining all contaminated water from sumps, and treating
onsite, if necessary, using UV light/oxidation or another treatment technology;
crushing and treating all concrete from the warehouse pad, structures, floor, and sumps
by low temperature thermal aeration or an equivalent desorption technique; backfilling
the treated concrete onsite, if it meets LDR standards, or removing it offsite for
disposal at a RCRA facility; removing and containing asbestos from the still building,
'ollowed by offsite disposal; treating any other RCRA hazardous wastes onsite including
.ioxin/lead scrubber ash, liquids, and sludge from the onsite equipment prior to
offsite disposal by solidification/stabilization; demolishing the onsite facilities and
associated components; sampling the debris and removing it offsite to either a RCRA
facility or permitted landfill depending on testing results; excavating 10,500 cubic
yards of soil from the unsaturated and saturated zones; treating the contaminated
saturated soil from the Old Leach Field area onsite using low temperature soil aeration
or equivalent (thermal desorption); conducting treatability studies prior to full-scale
treatment of contaminated soil; excavating and treating saturated soil and soil gases
outside the above areas that exceed clean-up levels using vacuum extraction;
controlling air emissions of organics using vapor phase carbon adsorption; incinerating
or thermally regenerating the residual carbon offsite; treating fumes and other
particulate matter collected by the thermal aeration; treating soil which does not
achieve site-specific clean-up levels using another approved technology, or obtaining a
RCRA Treatability Variance; redepositing the treated material onsite with the other
treated soil; filling excavated areas with clean fill; mixing nutrients with soil prior
to redepositing, and grading and revegetating the area; constructing additional vacuum
enhanced extraction and monitoring wells; pumping and treating ground water onsite
using UV light/oxidation or an equivalent destruction technology, followed by liquid
phase carbon adsorption or an equivalent treatment technology prior to onsite discharge
to Quiggle Brook; pretreating ground water, if necessary, to remove inorganics or
solids; monitoring air and ground water; sampling offsite soil, and collecting
meteorological site information to define whether offsite soil contamination was the
result of UCC operations; and implementing institutional controls including deed and
ground water use restrictions, and site access restrictions such as fencing. The
Dresent worth cost for this remedial action ranges from $9,724,000 to $10,654,000,
hich includes an O&M cost ranging from $3,828,000 to $4,757,000 for 30 years.
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PERFORMANCE STANDARDS OR GOALS: Soil clean-up levels are based on an excess lifetime
cancer risk level of less than 10”6 and an HI<1. Chemical-specific levels for soil
include TCE 1 ug/kg, and xylenes 100 ug/kg. Ground water clean-up standards have been
set based on Federal MCLs, MCLGs, proposed MCLs or State Maximum Exposure Guidelines
including arsenic 50 ug/1 (MCL), lead 50 ug/1 (MCL), TCE 5 ug/1 (MCL), xylenes 10,000
ug/1 (PMCLG), and toluene 2,000 ug/1 (PMCL).

DECLARATION TOR TEE
RECORD OF DECISION

8ITE NAME AND LOCATION
Union Chemical Company, Inc.
South Hope, Maine

STATEMENT OF PURPOSE
This decision document presents the selected remedial action for
the Union Chemical Company, Inc. site (the "Site"), located in
South Hope, Maine. This document was developed in accordance
with the Comprehensive Environmental Response, Compensation, and
Liability Act of 1980 (CERCLA), as amended by the Superfund
Amendments and Reauthorization Act of 1986 (SARA), and to the
extent practicable, the National Contingency Plan (NCP)? 40 CFR
Part 300 et sea. (1990). The Regional Administrator for Region I
of the United States Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) has
been delegated the authority to approve this Record of Decision.
The State of Maine has concurred on the selected remedy and
determined, through a detailed evaluation, that the selected
remedy is consistent with Maine laws and regulations.

STATEMENT OF BASIS
This decision is based on the Administrative Record compiled for
the Site which was developed in accordance with Section 113(k) of
CERCLA. The Administrative Record is available for public review
at the Hope Town Hall in Hope, Maine, and at the EPA Region I
Waste Management Division Records Center in Boston, Massachusetts.
The Administrative Record index (attached as Appendix C to the
ROD) identifies each of the items which comprise the
Administrative Record upon which the selection of the remedial
action is based.

ASSESSMENT OF THE SITE
Actual or threatened releases of hazardous substances from this
Site, if not addressed by implementing the response action
selected in this ROD, may present an imminent and substantial
endangerment to public health, welfare, or the environment.
1

DESCRIPTION OF TEE SELECTED REMEDY
The selected remedial action for the Union Chemical Company, Inc.
site is a comprehensive, multi-component approach for overall
remediation of the contaminated on-site soils, groundwater, and
facilities, and a further evaluation of off-site soils
surrounding the Site. The selected remedy addresses the
significant threats to human health and the environment posed by
the Site. Furthermore, the principal threat to human health and
the environment posed by the Site — the highly contaminated
groundwater found on the Site — is addressed through treatment,
to the maximum extent practicable, of the source of this
contamination and of the contaminated groundwater itself.
The remedy selected in the ROD incorporates the following
components:
•

Soil Excavation and On-Site Low-Temperature Soil Aeration
Treatment;

•

Vacuum-Enhanced Groundwater Extraction, On-Site Groundwater
Treatment, and On-Site Discharge of Treated Groundwater into
Quiggle Brook;

•

Facilities Decontamination and Demolition, and Off-Site
Disposal of Debris; and

•

Limited Action for Off-Site Soils;

These four components are summarized below:
Soil Excavation and On-Site Low-Temperature Soil Aeration
Treatment
Once the existing facilities have been removed from the Site,
contaminated soils within the unsaturated zone exceeding soil
cleanup levels will be excavated. Contaminated soils will also
be excavated from the saturated zone between the old leach field
and interceptor trench which exceed soil clean-up levels.
After
a screening process has been performed to remove cobbles and/or
boulders (which will be crushed prior to treatment), excavated
soils will be treated on-site using a low-temperature soil
aeration or equivalent thermal desorption treatment process.
Potential airborne releases of volatile organic and particulate
emissions during excavation and treatment will be minimized by
the use of several air pollution control techniques. The organic
contaminants that are volatilized from the contaminated soils as
vapors from the treatment process will be further collected (for
eventual treatment off-site) using vapor-phase carbon adsorption
2

materials or an equivalent method. Fugitive dust from the
treatment process will be collected by air pollution control
equipment. Frequent and representative sampling of soil from
excavated areas and treated soil, as well as continuous air
monitoring, will take place during the entire
excavation/treatment process. Treated soils will be backfilled
on the Site, and the Site will be regraded and revegetated.
Prior to full-scale treatment of the contaminated Boils, pilotscale tests will be conducted using site-specific soils. The
primary objectives of these tests will be to confirm that the
site-specific soil cleanup levels and treatment standards will be
met and to provide additional design data for the soil treatment
system including the air pollution controls required.
Vacuum-Enhanced Groundwater Extraction. On-Site Groundwater
Treatment, and On-Site Discharge of Treated Groundwater Into
Quiggle BrpPK
On-site contaminated groundwater will be extracted and treated
using ultraviolet (UV)/oxidation or an equivalent destruction
technology. The need for pre- or post-treatment of the
groundwater will be further evaluated during design-phase
treatability studies, and will be implemented as required. The
treated groundwater will be discharged to Quiggle Brook via a
pipe. The vacuum-extracted contaminated soil gasses will be
collected (for eventual treatment off-site) using a vapor phase
carbon adsorption process or equivalent treatment technology
prior to discharge to the atmosphere. Institutional controls
will be required both on- and off-site during the remedial action
to reduce the potential for exposures by humans to the
contaminants on the Site, and the potential further migration of
contaminants off the Site.
Pilot-scale treatability studies, additional aquifer tests, and
a fate and transport model will be conducted to provide
additional design data for the groundwater treatment system.
Several vacuum-enhanced extraction wells will be installed on the
site to extract contaminated groundwater from the till and
weathered bedrock. The extraction well configuration will be
refined, as necessary, during the course of the remedial action.
Facilities Decontamination and Demolition, and Off-Site Disposal
of Debris
Facilities currently on the Site will be decontaminated by highpressure steam cleaning or another effective decontamination
technique. Water remaining in sumps on the Site and from
decontamination activities will be collected and treated in the
groundwater treatment system, if technically practicable.
3
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Concrete structures will be crushed and treated in the on-site
soil treatment facility. The asbestos in the still building will
be appropriately containerized and removed for off-site disposal.
Any other RCRA hazardous waste associated with the existing
facilities (including the dioxin-containing ash in the secondary
scrubber equipment of the incinerator) will be treated by best
available and appropriate techniques prior to off-site disposal.
Following decontamination procedures, existing facilities will be
demolished, sampled, and the debris disposed of off-site in an
appropriate facility. Various techniques will be used to mitigate
the release of airborne emissions during all decontamination and
demolition activities.
Limited Action for Off-Site Soils
Further monitoring and analysis of off-site soils will be
conducted to define whether or not off-site soil contamination is
present as a result of past Union Chemical Company, Inc.
operations and, if so, whether this contamination warrants
further remedial action. Following one year of continuous, sitespecific collection of meteorological data, additional air
modeling simulations will be performed to determine the potential
off-site locations where airborne materials from the Site may
have been deposited. Subsequent to a review of this data from
air modeling simulations (or sooner, if required), as well as a
review of existing data, soil samples will be collected and
analyzed from selected locations. After five years of
meteorological data collection from the Site, additional air
modeling simulations will be performed and the need for
additional soil sampling evaluated. Throughout all phases of
this data collection and analysis effort, EPA will determine if
additional remedial actions are required for off-site soils.

FIVE-YEAR REVIEW
As required by lav, EPA will review the Site at least once every
five years after the initiation of remedial action if any
hazardous substances, pollutants or contaminants remain at the
Site to assure that the remedial action continues to protect
human health and the environment. EPA will also evaluate the
risks posed by the Site at the completion of the remedial action
(i.e., before the Site is proposed for deletion from the NPL).

4

DECLARATION
The selected remedy for the Union Chemical Co., Inc. Site is
protective of human health and the environment, attains all
Federal and State requirements that are applicable or relevant
and appropriate (ARAR) to this remedial action, and is costeffective. This remedy utilizes permanent solutions to the
maximum extent practicable, and satisfies the statutory
preference for remedies that employ treatment that reduces
toxicity, mobility, or volume as a principal element.
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SITE NAME, LOCATION AND DESCRIPTION

The Union Chemical Company, Inc. site (the "Site") is located within
the Town of Hope, Maine (see attached Figure 1), which is
approximately seven miles west of Rockland and Camden, Maine.
The
Union Chemical Company, Inc. ("UCC") Site occupies approximately 12.5
acres along the south side of Route 17, in the village of South Hope,
Knox County, Maine (see attached Figure 2). A majority of UCC's past
Site activities took place within a 2.25-acre fenced area.
This
fenced-in area currently encloses most of the plant's former waste
handling facilities, including the Still Building, the former
Warehouse concrete pad, the old Leach Field, and the incinerator and
associated equipment (see attached Figure 3). Apart from the 2.25acre fenced in area, the UCC Site is readily accessible.
The Site is adjacent to numerous residential dwellings, some of which
are within 150 feet of the Site along the north side of Route 17 and
400 feet west of the Site along the south side of Route 17. The site
is bounded on the east and southeast by Quiggle Brook, which is a
southerly flowing outlet stream of Fish Pond. Quiggle Brook flows
southward for approximately 5 miles before discharging into Crawford
Pond, a drinking water source. Fish Pond is located approximately 3 0 0
feet northeast of the Site, along the north side of Route 17. A
floodplain and wetland area exist along Quiggle Brook at the eastern
edge of the Site, and intermittent wet areas in the northwest corner
and immediately south of the fenced-in portion of the Site have been
identified as wetlands.
A more complete description of the Site can be found in Section 2.0,
at pages 8 through 14, of the Final Draft Remedial Investigation (RI)
report.
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8ITE HISTORY AND ENFORCEMENT ACTIVITIES
A.

Land Use and Response History

The Union Chemical Company was incorporated as a paint stripping
and solvent manufacturing business, and began operations in South
Hope, Maine in 1967. Prior to commencing these operations, the
property along Route 17 was wooded, rural land that was the site
of a small meeting house or church, which was surrounded by the
many residential dwellings which are in existence today.
Initially, plant operations consisted of formulating patented
solvents for stripping paint and coatings from furniture and
other items. These chemical products were originally
manufactured and utilized on the premises for stripping
furniture, and later for distribution throughout the United
States and Canada.
The company eventually expanded operations to include recycling
of used stripping compounds and solvents from other businesses.
Recycling initially occurred using a small solvent recovery or
distillation unit, but was later expanded to include the use of
the on-site boiler for the treatment of these compounds. In
1982, operations were further expanded to include a full-scale,
fluidized-bed incinerator which acquired interim status under
the Resource Conservation and Recovery Act (RCRA) to treat
hazardous wastes.
Groundwater contamination on the Site and contamination of
Quiggle Brook was first discovered by the State of Maine,
Department of Environmental Protection (MDEP) in late 1979. The
Union Chemical Company contracted with Wright Pierce
Architects/Engineers (Wright-Pierce), on June 4, 1981, to conduct
the first organized, technically-oriented evaluation of the
hydrogeology of the Site. The primary objective of this study
was to gather chemical and hydrogeologic data to support the
development of a cleanup plan for the contaminated soils and
groundwater discovered along the east side of the Site. The
analysis of samples and subsequent evaluation of data collected
by Wright-Pierce indicated that two contaminated groundwater
plumes were present in the area between the facilities and
Quiggle Brook. The Wright-Pierce data further indicated that the
more northerly groundwater plume resulted from the migration of
chemical constituents from an Old Leach Field on the Site (see
attached Figure 3) , while the source of the more southerly plur.e
was believed to be a former drum storage area south of the plant
2
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buildings, where a storage tank had reportedly leaked.
In November 1981, Wright-Pierce was again commissioned by the
Union Chemical Company to install piezometers (monitoring wells)
to observe the groundwater contamination and flow beneath the
Site. Two groundwater flow patterns, or aquifer systems, were
identified using groundwater elevation measurements from the
numerous piezometers installed on the Site. One of these aquifer
systems was found to flow in the till underneath the Site
(referred to as the shallow aquifer), and a second system was
identified in the bedrock (referred to as the bedrock aquifer).
Wright-Pierce concluded that the shallow groundwater beneath the
Site flows easterly and discharges into Quiggle Brook under both
pumping and non-pumping conditions. It was also concluded that
Quiggle Brook was a likely discharge point for the majority of
the groundwater flowing through the bedrock beneath the Site
under non-pumping conditions at the Site.
Between 1979 and 1984, the MDEP cited the plant for deficiencies
in and/or violations of several operating licenses.
Additionally, the MDEP conducted numerous investigations into
potential impacts of chemical contamination at and from the Site.
MDEP closed the hazardous waste treatment operations at the Site
in June 1984, at which time approximately 2,000 - 2,500 55-gallon
drums and 30 liquid storage tanks were found on the Site. All of
the materials contained within the 55-gallon drums and all but
two of the liquid storage tanks located on the Site in June 1984
were removed by EPA and the MDEP by the end of November 1984.
In 1986, the state court ordered that UCC be evicted from the
Site, and appointed Maine DEP as the receiver of the property.
All UCC operations ceased at that time. MDEP installed
additional groundwater monitoring wells during the winter of
1986. Groundwater samples were taken from these monitoring wells
to provide a clearer understanding of the contamination existing
at the Site. Groundwater monitoring data from these wells
indicated that chemicals had not migrated across Quiggle Brook,
confirming the Wright-Pierce conclusion that the brook acts as a
divide (barrier) to the flow of till and shallow bedrock
groundwater underneath the brook. Further data collected by the
MDEP indicated that the contamination found in Quiggle Brook was
limited to the marshy (wetland) areas along Quiggle Brook nearest
the Site, and a portion of the brook approximately 200 feet in
length downstream from these marshy areas. Volatile organic
compounds (VOCs), similar to those processed by the UCC on the
Site, were the principal contaminants observed in Quiggle Brook.
3
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Enforcement History

As noted above, separate and joint response actions by EPA and
MDEP were undertaken in late 1984 after hazardous waste treatment
operations ceased on the Site in June 1984. These cleanup
activities resulted in the removal of the barrels, liquids, and
all but two large storage tanks from the Site. Historical
environmental sampling has shown that the groundwater, surface
water (i.e., Quiggle Brook), and soils on the Site have been
contaminated by past UCC operations.
The UCC Site was first proposed in April 1985 for inclusion on
EPA's Superfund National Priorities List (NPL), the roster of
sites eligible for long-term cleanup funds. The Site was later
re-proposed in June 1988 and formally included on the NPL in
October 1989.
On March 23, 1987, EPA notified UCC and its president, Raymond
Esposito, and approximately 375 additional parties who either
generated wastes that were shipped to the Site, arranged for the
disposal of wastes at the Site, or transported wastes to the site
of their potential liability with respect to the Site.
Negotiations commenced with these potentially responsible parties
(PRPs) on May 5, 1987 for recovery of past costs expended by EPA
and DEP and for the performance of a Remedial Investigation
(RI)/Feasibility Study (FS) at the Site.
The PRPs formed a steering committee during the summer of 1987.
This committee was involved in substantial negotiations with the
EPA and MDEP throughout the summer and fall of 1987.
Later in the fall of 1987, EPA and MDEP reached agreements in the
form of two Administrative Orders by Consent (AOC) which required
the PRPs to begin investigations aimed at identifying remedial
alternatives for the Site. Approximately two hundred and ninety
(290) PRPs were involved in these two administrative orders. The
first administrative order became effective in November 1987 and
the second order in January 1988. In these two consent orders,
the settling parties agreed to reimburse EPA and the State of
Maine for a majority of the response costs incurred prior to May
22, 1987 for cleanup activities at the Site, and to finance the
performance and oversight of an RI/FS on the Site. The settling
parties established a trust fund to pay for these RI/FS
activities and selected a group of Trustees from these settling
parties to manage the trust fund.
4
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In August 1989, several additional potentially responsible
parties (who were sued by EPA in November 1987) signed a Consent
Decree by which EPA was reimbursed for all remaining past
response costs incurred at the Site through May 22, 1987, plus
interest and enforcement costs. At the present time, EPA is
continuing litigation actions against the Union Chemical Co.,
Inc. (now known as the Union Research Co. or Seneca Research,
Inc.), UCC's president, Raymond Esposito, and four other PRPs.
Finally, in January 1990, EPA notified approximately 25
additional parties who either generated wastes that were shipped
to the Site or arranged for the disposal of wastes at the Site of
their potential liability with respect to the UCC Site.
Identification of these additional parties was based upon
information provided through an extensive auditing effort
performed by EPA, and requested through the steering committee,
on the volumetric contribution of selected PRPs identified at the
Site.
The PRPs have been very active in the remedy selection process
for this Site. As previously noted, a group of approximately 265
PRPs formed a Trust to manage and coordinate the conduct of the
RI/FS. In addition, technical comments by the PRPs during the
public comment period were submitted in writing and are included
in the Administrative Record.
A more detailed description of the Site history can be found in
Section 2.0, pages 8 through 31, and Appendix A of the Final Draft RI
report.

5

UNION CHEMICAL COMPANY, INC.
SOUTH HOPE, MAINE

RECORD OF DECISION SUMMARY
December 27, 1990

III. COMMUNITY PARTICIPATION
Throughout the Site's history, community concern and involvement has
been very high. EPA has kept the community and other interested
parties apprised of Site activities through numerous informational
meetings, fact sheets, press releases, public hearings, and the
establishment of a telephone Hot-Line.
Community interests and discussions with EPA and the State of Maine
DEP have been primarily through the two citizens' groups that have
been established at the UCC Site. These two groups are the Concerned
Citizens of Hope and Hope's Committee for a Clean Environment. In
March 1990, Hope's Committee for a Clean Environment was awarded the
Technical Assistance Grant (TAG) available for the Site and, in turn,
contracted with three technical advisors during June-July 1990.
During March 1988, EPA released a community relations plan which
outlined a program to address community concerns and keep
citizens informed about and involved in all activities during the
remedial activities being undertaken at the UCC Site. On May 18, 1988
and May 3, 1989, EPA held public informational meetings at the Hope
Elementary School in Hope, Maine to describe plans for the Remedial
Investigation and Feasibility Study.
On May 2 and July 12, 1990, EPA made the administrative record and an
addendum to the administrative record available for public review at
EPA's offices in Boston and at the Hope Town Hall in Hope, Maine. EPA
published a notice and brief analysis of the Proposed Plan in two
local newspapers, the Courier Gazette and the Camden Herald, on July
5, 1990. The Proposed Plan was also made available to the public
through mailings to approximately 850 interested parties and by
inclusion of the Proposed Plan in the administrative record located in
Boston and at the Hope Town Hall.
Also on May 2, 1990, EPA held an informational public meeting to
discuss the results of the Draft Remedial Investigation/Baseline Risk
Assessment report. On July 12, 1990, EPA held another informational
public meeting to discuss the results of the Final Draft Remedial
Investigation and Baseline Risk Assessment, to discuss the cleanup
alternatives presented in the Final Draft Feasibility Study, and to
present the Agency's Proposed Plan. During this meeting, the Agency
also answered questions from the public.
From July 13, 1990 to October 5, 1990, the Agency held a lengthy,
85-day public comment period to accept public comments on the remedial
alternatives presented in the Final Draft Feasibility Study and the
6
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Proposed Plan, and on any other documents previously released to the
public as contained in the Administrative Record. On August 1, August
23, and September 17, 1990, the Agency held public hearings to discuss
the Proposed Plan and to accept any oral comments. A transcript of
these hearings, and the Agency's response to comments made during the
public comment period are included in the Responsiveness Summary that
is attached as Appendix A hereto.
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SCOPE AND ROLE OF OPERABLE UNIT OR RESPONSE ACTION

The selected remedy was developed by combining different source
control, management of migration, facilities and off-site soils
remedial alternatives to obtain a comprehensive approach for overall
Site remediation. In summary, the selected remedy, which includes:
(1) extraction and treatment of contaminated groundwater; (2)
excavation and treatment of contaminated soils; (3) decontamination
(with prior treatment, as appropriate) and demolition of the
facilities; and (4) further monitoring and analysis of off-site soils,
addresses the significant threats to human health and the environment
posed by the Site. Furthermore, the principal threat to human health
and the environment posed by the Site — the highly contaminated
groundwater found on the Site — is addressed through treatment, to
the maximum extent practicable, of the source of this contamination
and of the contaminated groundwater itself.

8
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SUMMARY OF SITE CHARACTERISTICS

Section 1.0 of the Final Draft Feasibility Study (FS) contains an
overview of the Remedial Investigation (RI) performed at the Site.
The significant findings of the RI are summarized below.
A.

Soil (on-site and off-site)

The investigations performed during the RI of on-site soil
contamination and potential off-site soil contamination,
consisted mainly of:
1)

Drilling and sampling 25 soil
concrete pads or containments
determine the extent to which
contaminated the concrete and
attached Figure 4).

borings through the
located on the Site to
chemicals had
underlying soils (see

2)

Drilling and sampling approximately 80 additional soil
borings on the Site (to depths ranging from 10 to 15
feet below the ground surface) to determine the extent
of chemical contamination in these soils (see attached
Figure 4).

3)

Drilling and sampling approximately 20 additional soil
borings on and in areas surrounding the Site during the
installation of additional monitoring wells and
piezometers.

4)

Sampling off-site surface and subsurface soils at
various locations, including selected wooded and
residential areas surrounding the Site, to identify
potential airborne contamination which may have
occurred as a result of UCC’s past operation of the
Site's hazardous waste incinerator (see attached Figure
5).

These various soil investigations indicated that the stratigraphy
of the Site consists of two geologic sequences (see attached
Figure 6). The first sequence consists of unconsolidated drift,
also referred to as ground moraine deposits, which mainly
consists of glacial till. These glacial deposits are
predominantly composed of a dense, gray, silty till of
Wisconsonian Age. However, some sandy till occurs
discontinuously within the silty till at the ground surface east
of the facilities and adjacent to Quiggle Brook. These
9
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unconsolidated soils extend from the ground surface (with
thicknesses varying from 70 feet near Quiggle Brook to less than
25 feet at the western portion of the Site) to the underlying
geologic sequence which consists of lower Paleozoic rusty schist
and gneiss bedrock with small granitic intrusions. The bedrock
is severely weathered and fractured within the upper five feet ,
immediately below the bedrock/till interface.
Generally, on-site soils affected by the organic chemical
contaminants handled on the UCC Site can be grouped into two (2)
categories:
1)

unsaturated soils (soils located above the groundwater
table) that were directly contaminated by the disposal
or spilling of contaminants on the ground surface; and

2)

saturated soils (soils located below the groundwater
table) that were contaminated by the chemicals in the
groundwater moving through these soils.

The chemical contamination of the unsaturated soils appears to
have occurred as a result of spills or leaks from drums, tanks,
or pipes previously located on the Site. The chemical
contamination of these unsaturated soils is relatively small in
lateral extent in comparison to the extent of contamination of
the saturated soils on the Site. However, the concentrations of
organic chemical contaminants in the unsaturated soils is
significantly higher than those concentrations in the underlying
saturated soils.
The principal source areas of the organic chemical contaminants
on the UCC Site are the Old Leach Field, the area surrounding
monitoring well B-9 and MW-13, and the perimeter soils
surrounding the south side of the former warehouse pad. The most
frequently detected organic contaminants in these three principal
source areas are: toluene; 1,l,l-trichloroethane (1,1,1-TCA);
trichloroethene (TCE); xylene; and tetrachloroethene (PCE). (See
attached Figures 7-22 and Table 1).
Additionally, field investigations were also performed during the
RI in areas off the Site to determine background conditions and
to assess the potential impact of past incinerator operations at
the UCC Site. Twenty-four (24) sampling locations were selected
within residential yards/woodland areas of South Hope, Maine, and
in areas several miles away (both north and south) from the UCC
Site (see attached Figure 5). These locations were selected in
10
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related to the elevated VOC concentrations found
primarily in the soils near the Still Building located
on the Site.
-

The VOCs most frequently detected in the groundwater
included (in decreasing order of frequency) 1,1dichloroethane (1,1-DCA), trichloroethene (TCE), 1,1dichloroethene (1,1-DCE), and 1,1,1-trichloroethane
(1,1,1-TCA) (see attached Table 2).
The existing data are insufficient to confirm or deny
the presence or absence of non-aqueous phase liquids
(NAPLs) within the subsurface at the Site.

Additionally, sampling was conducted during the RI at numerous
residential wells in the area of the UCC Site. The results from
these data indicate that the volatile organic chemical impacts
identified in one deep bedrock residential well, located
immediately north of the Site, can be associated with the Site
contamination. These data confirm the presence of contamination
identified during several historical sampling rounds from this
same residential well. However, chemical data from this bedrock
well indicates that no Federal or State of Maine drinking water
standards were exceeded at the time of sampling.
C.

Surface Waters and Sediments

Analysis of the possible extent of site-related contamination of
surface waters on the Site and off the UCC property was also
performed during the RI. These investigations focused on the
surface waters and sediments within several bodies of water,
including:
-

Quiggle Brook;
Fish Pond;
Crawford Pond;
The wetland area located in the northwest corner of the
property; and
The wetland area and associated drainage ways located
behind the southern-most portion of the fence
surrounding the facilities on the Site.

Additionally, analytical results of surface water and sediment
samples obtained prior to the RI from Fish Pond and Grassy Pond
were also reviewed. These areas are shown on Figure 1 attached
hereto.
12
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two ways: (i) randomly, and (ii) based upon best-engineering
judgement which incorporated computer modelling of the
incinerator stack emissions to simulate where fallout of these
emissions may have been deposited onto the ground. Significant
variability in sample results for polycyclic aromatic
hydrocarbons (PAHs), lead and dioxin made it very difficult to
determine precisely whether the source of these contaminants was
from past operations at the UCC Site or not. Generally, metals
were detected at concentrations which were within the typical
State of Maine background levels, and total PAHs were detected at
low parts per million (ppm) levels in several off-site locations,
primarily residential yards. However, at one location, lead
levels exceeded the typical background levels for lead. At
another off-site location (the woodland area north of the Site),
two surface soil samples were taken. In one of these samples,
one dioxin-isomer (out of the eighteen such isomers analyzed for
in each of these samples) was tentatively identified at a low
parts per billion (ppb) level.
B.

Groundwater

Field investigations were conducted during the RI to characterize
the quality and movement of groundwater beneath the Site and in
surrounding areas. The following is a summary of the results of
these groundwater investigations.
Groundwater in the shallow (till zone) aquifer flows
beneath the Site in an easterly direction (under
normal, non-pumping conditions at the Site) towards
Quiggle Brook (see attached Figure 23).
-

Quiggle Brook acts as a groundwater discharge point for
the contaminated groundwater flowing beneath the Site
(under non-pumping conditions at the Site).
Concentrations of several volatile organic chemical
(VOC) contaminants were detected in the till and
shallow bedrock monitoring wells located on-site;
specifically, between the eastern fence and Quiggle
Brook (see attached Figures 24-29).

-

Past operations of two on-site, deep bedrock water
supply wells has drawn VOCs from the shallow bedrock
into the deeper bedrock.
Elevated concentrations of VOCs in groundwater are
11
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Surface water samples were collected from five locations within
Quiggle Brook (along the eastern property boundary, between Route
17 and the old mill dam) in 1987 and 1988. These samples
indicated that the detected concentrations of VOCs (primarily
1,2-dichloroethene, 1,1,1-trichloroethane and 1,1-dichloroethane)
were less than those found in similar surface water samples
obtained from the same area in 1981 (when the UCC was
operational). In addition, these VOCs were not detected
consistently in surface water samples obtained from Quiggle Brook
during the RI; most likely due to the influence of seasonal
variations in the volume of water flowing within the brook.
Sediment samples obtained from this same area of Quiggle Brook
during the RI showed variable concentrations of heavy metals.
Lead was the predominant contaminant detected within Quiggle
Brook sediment samples, but at concentrations within the typical
range for State of Maine background levels of lead. However, one
sediment sample taken during the summer of 1988 contained lead at
156 parts per million (ppm), which is approximately three to five
times background levels. A second sediment sample from this same
location during the fall of 1988 indicated lead concentrations
within typical background concentrations at 14.1 ppm. PAHs were
detected at low concentrations in the sediment samples taken from
Quiggle Brook, but were not considered to be at concentrations
which would be harmful to public health or the environment and
were not detected with any significant degree of frequency in
soils on the Site. At a similar, "control" brook (an unnamed
tributary to Seven Tree Pond) located approximately four (4)
miles west of the Site along State Route 17, sediment samples
were taken and analyzed for PAHs (see attached Figure 30). No
PAHs were detected in these samples, which suggests that the
influence of Route 17 as a potential source of PAHs in Quiggle
Brook is unlikely.
Two surface water and sediment samples taken during the RI from
Fish Pond (i.e. just downstream from the Hobbs Pond and Fish Pond
interconnected waterway/dam, and just upstream of the Fish Pond
dam near State Route 17), revealed no detectable concentrations
of organic chemical constituents. Inorganic chemicals, including
heavy metals, were detected in both of these sediment samples but
the concentrations were well within typical State of Maine
background levels found for these heavy metals in soils.
Analysis of a surface water sample collected from Crawford Pond
indicated the presence of a very low concentration of methylene
chloride in the wetland area surrounding the inlet to the pond,
13
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which is also the outlet of Quiggle Brook as it flows into
Crawford Pond. This low concentration of methylene chloride is
thought to have resulted from laboratory contamination during
sample preparation. No other chemicals were detected in the
surface waters of Crawford Pond.
Sediment samples taken in the wetland area along State Route 17
in the northwest c o m e r of the Site showed highly variable
concentrations of heavy metals such as lead, chromium and zinc.
Analysis of surface water samples obtained from the wetland area
south of the southern-most portion of the on-site fence did show
the presence of VOCs (specifically, 1,1,1-trichloroethane, 1,1dichloroethane, trichloroethene, 1,2-dichloroethene, and
tetrachloroethene), but only in the sample taken closest to the
southern-most portion of the fence.
Finally, surface water and sediment samples were taken in Grassy
Pond and Fish Pond in July 1987 by the Camden and Rockland Water
Company for analyses of PCBs, semi-volatile organics, VOCs, and
dioxins. None of these chemicals were detected in any of the
samples obtained from either pond.
D.

Facilities

Samples were obtained from within the buildings and other
facilities/equipment remaining at the UCC Site during the RI.
Samples consisted of liquid, sludge, ash, dust, fiberglass, floor
sweepings, wood shavings, and floor scrapings from the
incinerator, floor drainage sumps, tanks, and other structures
and equipment remaining from past UCC operations. Analytical
results of these samples indicated that concentrations of organic
and/or inorganic chemicals exist in practically all of these
facilities and equipment. Most notably, dioxin and furan
contamination was confirmed twice in the ash samples obtained
from the secondary scrubber at 2,3,7,8-TCDD toxicity equivalent
values of 4.5 to 12.96 ppb and, to a lesser extent, within
several other components of the incinerator equipment (2,3,7,8TCDD toxicity equivalent values of 0.0 to 0.8 ppb). Asbestos was
found within the Still Building, and significant heavy metals
contamination (exceeding certain characteristic hazardous waste
limits) was identified within the various sump and incinerator
ash/sludge samples collected.
A more complete discussion of the Site characteristics can be found in
the Final Draft Remedial Investigation report within Section 3.0,
pages 32 through 58.
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SUMMARY OF SITE RISKS

A Baseline Risk Assessment (Baseline RA) was performed to estimate the
probability and magnitude of potential adverse human health and
environmental effects from exposure to contaminants associated with
the Site. The public health risk assessment followed a four step
process: 1) contaminant identification, which identified those
hazardous substances which, given the specifics of the Site were of
significant concern; 2) exposure assessment, which identified actual
or potential exposure pathways, characterized the potentially exposed
populations, and determined the extent of possible exposure; 3)
toxicity assessment, which considered the types and magnitude of
adverse health effects associated with exposure to hazardous
substances; and 4) risk characterization, which integrated the three
earlier steps to summarize the potential and actual risks posed by
hazardous substances at the Site, including carcinogenic and noncarcinogenic risks. Several EPA guidance documents were used in the
preparation of the Baseline RA including, but not limited to : (i)
Risk Assessment Guidance for Superfund, Volume I, Human Health
Evaluation Manual (Part A), Interim Final, EPA/540/1-89/002, December
1989; and (ii) Supplemental Risk Assessment Guidance for the Superfund
Program, EPA Region I, Draft Final, EPA 901/5-89-001, June 1989.
The results of the public health risk assessment performed for the UCC
Site are discussed below followed by the conclusions of the
environmental assessment.
A.

Public Health Risk Assessment

Of the more than seventy (70) organic and inorganic chemical
constituents detected in the groundwater, soils, surface waters,
sediments, and facilities on and off the UCC Site, as shown in Tables
1 through 5 attached to this Record of Decision (ROD), twenty-three
(23) contaminants of concern were selected for evaluation in the
Baseline RA. Table 6, also attached, lists these 23 contaminants of
concern. These contaminants of concern are considered to constitute a
representative subset of the more than 70 contaminants identified at
the Site during the Remedial Investigation. These 23 contaminants of
concern were selected to represent potential Site-related hazards
based on toxicity, concentration, frequency of detection, mobility and
persistence in the environment. A summary of the health effects of
each of these 23 contaminants of concern can be found in Section
12.2.3, pages 182 through 192, of the Final Draft Remedial
Investigation (RI) report, while detailed toxicity profiles of each
contaminant of concern is provided in Appendix S of the Final Draft RI
report.
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Potential human health effects associated with exposure to these 23
contaminants of concern were estimated quantitatively through the
development of several hypothetical exposure pathways. These pathways
were developed to reflect the potential for exposure to hazardous
substances based on the present (current) uses, potential future uses
(specifically, residential use), and location of the Site. Table 7 of
this ROD identifies the exposure pathways considered. Table 8
provides the exposure assumptions used in the Baseline RA. A more
thorough description of the exposure pathways can be found in Section
12.4, pages 201 through 221, of the Final Draft RI report.
For each exposure pathway developed and evaluated for each impacted
medium at the UCC Site, carcinogenic and non-carcinogenic health risks
were estimated for an average and a reasonable maximum exposure
scenario which corresponded to exposures to the average (i.e.,
geometric mean) and the maximum concentration detected in that
particular medium at the UCC Site.
Excess lifetime carcinogenic (cancer) risks were determined for each
exposure pathway by multiplying the exposure level with the chemicalspecific cancer potency factor. Cancer potency factors have been
developed by EPA from epidemiological or animal studies to reflect a
conservative "upper bound" estimate of the risk posed by potentially
carcinogenic compounds. That is, the true risk is very unlikely to be
greater than the risk predicted. The resulting risk estimates are
expressed in scientific notation as a probability (e.g., 1 x 10 *6 for
1/1,000,000), and indicate (using this example) that an individual is
not likely to have greater than a one in a million chance of
developing cancer over 70 years as a result of Site-related exposure
as defined for the given compound at the stated concentration.
Current EPA practice considers carcinogenic risks to be additive when
assessing exposure to a mixture of hazardous substances.
The hazard index was also calculated for each exposure pathway as
EPA's measure of the potential for non-carcinogenic health effects.
The hazard index is calculated by dividing the exposure level by the
reference dose (RfD) or other suitable benchmark for non-carcinogenic
health effects. Reference doses have been developed by EPA to protect
sensitive individuals over the course of a lifetime and they reflect a
daily exposure level that is likely to be without an appreciable risk
of an adverse health effect. RfDs are derived from epidemiological or
animal studies and incorporate uncertainty factors to help ensure that
adverse health effects will not occur. The hazard index is often
expressed as a single value (e.g., 0.3) which indicates the ratio of
the stated exposure as compared to the reference dose value (in this
16
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example, the exposure as characterized is approximately one third of
an acceptable exposure level for the given compound). The hazard index
is only considered additive for compounds that have the same or
similar toxic endpoints (for example: the hazard index for a compound
known to produce liver damage should not be added to that of a second
compound whose toxic endpoint is kidney damage).
The attached Tables 9 and 10 depict the present (current) risks and
the potential future (residential use) risk estimates, respectively,
for each of the exposure pathways presented in Table 7. These tables
also present both the carcinogenic and non-carcinogenic risks
estimated for each exposure pathway and corresponding average and
reasonable maximum exposure scenarios, as well as an indication of the
contaminant(s) which contribute the most to the estimated risk for
that particular exposure pathway. The reader should refer to tables
25 through 62 of Appendix X of the Final Draft RI report, for
additional specifics on the individual risk estimates for the
contaminants of concern and exposure pathways evaluated for the UCC
Site.
Based upon the detailed information provided in the Section 12.0, The
Baseline Risk Assessment (RA) and corresponding appendices, of the
Final Draft RI report, the following conclusions were developed:
o

The 23 contaminants of concern selected for evaluation in
the Baseline RA represent the majority of the carcinogenic
and non-carcinogenic hazards (risks) posed by the UCC Site.

Current Risks:
o

Potential incremental carcinogenic risks, over a lifetime
(70 years) of exposure, are limited under current Site
conditions primarily because of the existing fence which
surrounds the major source areas of contamination on the
Site.1 The estimated risks under current site conditions
range from 1 x 10*5 (from absorption of incinerator residues
containing dioxin) to 2 x 10*11 (from ingestion of other
facilities residues). These current, potential incremental

1
If the fence did not prevent access to the Site, current
risks from exposure to on-site soils would likely be equivalent to
or less than the risk quantified under future site conditions,
which are calculated with the assumption that the Site will be used
for residences.
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cancer risks do not exceed the lower limit of EPA's
acceptable risk range of 10*4 to 10‘6, but, when compared to
the State of Maine's policy guidance for cancer risks
greater than 10 , may indicate a basis for health concern.
See attached Table 9.
o

Non-carcinogenic or other adverse health risks (hazards) are
not expected to result from exposures assumed under current
Site conditions because the hazard indices calculated did
not exceed 1.0. See attached Table 9.2

Future Risks:
o

Under future Site conditions, an increased risk of cancer
over a lifetime of exposure may be associated with the Site,
if the UCC Site is not cleaned up. This estimated excess
lifetime cancer risk is principally from the ingestion
(drinking) of the contaminated Site groundwater. The
estimated carcinogenic risk from the ingestion of on-site
groundwater ranges from 1 x 10'1 (worst case scenario) to
6 x 10*4 (average case scenario). These estimates exceeds
EPA's lower risk range limit of 10*4 and the state of
Maine's risk policy guidance of 10'5. The major
contaminants of concern which are contributing most to this
carcinogenic risk are 1,1-dichloroethene, 1,1-dichloroethane
and trichloroethene (see attached Table 10). The future
risk associated with exposures to on-site soils ranges from
6 x 10‘5 to 4 x 10‘7, and does not exceed the lower limit of
EPA's acceptable risk range of 10‘4 to 10*6.

o

If ingestion of the contaminated Site groundwater were to
occur in the future over a lifetime, non-carcinogenic
effects could be observed in individuals ingesting this
groundwater. The hazard index is estimated at 26 (worst
case scenario). The major contaminants of concern which are
contributing most to this potential hazard are methylene
chloride and 1,1-dichloroethene (see attached Table 10).

2
As indicated above for carcinogenic risks, if the fence did
not prevent access to the Site, current non-carcinogenic risks from
exposure to on-site soils would likely be equivalent to or less
than the risk quantified under future site conditions.
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Environmental Assessment

An environmental assessment was also conducted for the UCC Site, which
incorporated the results of the wetlands assessment and RI field
sampling activities performed. The results of the wetlands assessment
can be found in Appendix I of the Final Draft RI report, while Section
12.7 of the Final Draft RI report provides a narrative discussion of
the environmental assessment.
Overall, this environmental assessment concluded that, while
significant hazards do not exist, potential impacts could occur to the
wildlife population at the Site if they came in direct contact with
the contaminated soils, sludges, and facilities. Additionally, the
environmental assessment concluded that biota present in the
intermittently wet area (wetland) in the northwest corner of the Site
(see attached Figure 31) may be adversely affected by the presence of
metals in the sediments of this area. However, based on the
conclusions provided in the wetlands assessment, this isolated wetland
area primarily serves as a detention area for stormwater runoff from
Route 17 and its functional value is considered low in comparison to
the wetlands associated with Quiggle Brook. Finally, this assessment
concluded that the organic and inorganic contaminants observed in
Quiggle Brook would not adversely affect the benthic organisms in this
brook.
C.

Conclusions

In summary, the public health and environmental assessments showed
that actual or threatened releases of hazardous substances from this
Site, if not addressed by implementing the response action selected in
this ROD, may present an imminent and substantial endangerment to
public health, welfare, or the environment.
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VII. DEVELOPMENT AND SCREENING OF ALTERNATIVES
A.

Statutory Requirements/Response Objectives

Under its legal authorities, EPA's primary responsibility at
Superfund sites is to undertake remedial actions that are
protective of human health and the environment. In addition,
Section 121 of the Comprehensive Environmental Response,
Compensation, and Liability Act (CERCLA) establishes several
other statutory requirements and preferences, including: a
requirement that EPA's remedial action, when complete, must
comply with all Federal and more stringent State environmental
standards, requirements, criteria or limitations, unless a waiver
is invoked; a requirement that EPA select a remedial action that
is cost-effective and that utilizes permanent solutions and
alternative treatment technologies or resource recovery
technologies to the maximum extent practicable; and a preference
for remedies in which treatment which permanently and
significantly reduces the volume, toxicity or mobility of the
hazardous substances is a principal element over remedies not
involving such treatment. Response alternatives were developed
for the UCC Site to be consistent with these Congressional
mandates.
Based on preliminary information relating to types of
contaminants, environmental media of concern, and potential
exposure pathways, remedial action objectives were developed for
the UCC Site to aid in the development and screening of
alternatives. These remedial action objectives were developed to
mitigate existing and future potential threats to public health
and the environment. These response objectives are :
1.

On-Site Soil Remedial Action Objective
-

2.

Prevent further leaching and migration into the
groundwater of contaminants in the soils on the
Site, by removal and treatment of contaminants
above specific concentrations throughout the Site.

Groundwater Remedial Action Objectives
-

Provide rapid restoration of the contaminated
groundwater throughout the Site, to
concentrations that will protect current and
future users, as well as natural resources (i.e.,
wildlife) that come into contact with the
20
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contaminants contained within the groundwater.
-

3.

4.

Facilities Remedial Action Objectives
-

Prevent ingestion or absorption of contaminants
(particularly dioxins) contained within the
incinerator equipment remaining on the Site.

-

Prevent inhalation of friable asbestos from the
Still Building.

-

Remove all existing structures located on the Site
to allow for the cleanup of contaminated soils
found throughout the Site.

-

Remove all other contaminated materials from the
facilities so that the Site will be suitable for
all potential future uses.

Off-Site Soil Remedial Action Objective
-

B.

Protect off-site groundwater and surface waters
(particularly Quiggle Brook) by preventing further
migration of the contaminated on-site groundwater.

Further evaluate and, if necessary, minimize
and/or mitigate any potential risks to public
health and the environment from potential soil
impacts due to contaminants which were previously
emitted from the UCC Site incinerator.

Technology and Alternative Development and Screening

CERCLA and the NCP set forth the process by which remedial
actions are evaluated and selected. In accordance with these
requirements, a range of remedial alternatives were developed and
evaluated for the UCC Site.
With respect to source control remedial actions which focus on
the contaminated on-site soils, the RI/FS developed a range of
remedial alternatives in which treatment that reduces the
toxicity, mobility, or volume of the hazardous substances was a
principal element. This range included alternatives that remove
or destroy hazardous substances to the maximum extent feasible,
eliminating or minimizing to the degree possible the need for
long-term management controls. This range also included
2 1

UNION CHEMICAL COMPANY, INC
80UTH HOPE, MAINE

RECORD OF DECISION SUMMARY
December 27, 1990
***************************

alternatives that treat the principal threats posed by the Site
but vary in the degree of treatment employed and the quantities
and characteristics of the treatment residuals and untreated
waste that must be managed; alternative(s) that involve little or
no treatment but provide protection through engineering or
institutional controls; and a no action alternative.
With respect to groundwater remedial actions, the RI/FS developed
a limited number of remedial alternatives that attain sitespecific remediation levels within different timeframes using
different technologies; and a no action alternative.
With respect to the on-site facilities and off-site soils
remedial actions, the RI/FS developed only a limited number of
remedial alternatives which were consistent with the source
control and management of migration response objectives; as well
as no action alternatives.
As discussed in Section 4.0 of the Final Draft Feasibility Study
(FS) report, remedial technologies were identified, assessed and
screened based on the following factors; implementability,
effectiveness, and cost. These remedial technologies were
combined into their appropriate source control (SC), management
of migration (MM), facilities management (F), and off-site soils
(OS) remedial alternatives. Section 5.0 of the Final Draft
Feasibility Study report presents the remedial alternatives
developed by combining the remaining technologies identified in
the previous screening process into, at a minimum, the categories
identified in Section 300.430(e)(3) of the NCP. The purpose of
the initial screening was to narrow the number of potential
remedial alternatives for further detailed analysis while
preserving a range of options. Each remedial alternative was
then evaluated and screened later in Section 5.0 of the Final
Draft Feasibility Study report.
In summary, of the seven (7) source control, six (6) management
of migration, five (5) facilities management and two (2) off
site soils remedial alternatives screened in Section 5.0, all but
one (1) source control remedial alternative was retained for
detailed analysis. Table 11, attached to this ROD, identifies
the source control, management of migration, facilities
management, and off-site soils remedial alternatives that were
retained through these various screening processes. This table
also identifies a source control remedial alternative (SC-4)
which was eliminated from further consideration, because of its
disproportionate cost in relation to its effectiveness and
2 2
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implementability, as compared to other source control
alternatives involving treatment of the contaminated on-site
soils.
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DESCRIPTION OF ALTERNATIVES

This Section of the ROD provides a narrative summary of each remedial
alternative evaluated in detail in the Final Draft FS report. A
detailed tabular assessment of each alternative can be found in tables
31, 34, 37, 40, 43, 46, 49, 52, 55, 58, 61, 64, 67, 70, 74, 77, 80,
82, and 84 of the Final Draft FS report.
A.

Source Control (SC) Alternatives Analyzed

The source control alternatives analyzed in detail for the UCC
Site included the No-Action (SC-1); Limited Action (SC-2) ; Site
Capping (SC-3); Soil Excavation and Low-Temperature Thermal
Aeration Treatment (SC-5); In-Situ Soil Aeration (SC-6); and Soil
Excavation and High-Temperature Thermal Treatment (SC-7) remedial
alternatives.
SC-1:

No-Action

This source control (SC) alternative would involve no
remedial action on any of the contaminated soils found at
the Site. This alternative is included in the Feasibility
Study's detailed analysis to serve as a basis for comparison
with the other SC remedial alternatives considered. A
no-action alternative would be selected only if the Site
posed little or no risk to public health and the
environment.
This alternative includes the monitoring of groundwater and
Quiggle Brook. The no-action alternative would entail a
review of the Site conditions every five years. For
purposes of estimating costs of this alternative in the
Final Draft FS, it was assumed that this alternative would
be implemented for 30 years.
ESTIMATED
ESTIMATED
ESTIMATED
ESTIMATED
SC-2:

TIME FOR DESIGN AND CONSTRUCTION: 0 years
TIME OF OPERATION: approximately 30 years
CAPITAL COST: $0
TOTAL COST (NET PRESENT WORTH): $78,000

Limited Action

The limited action alternative consists of institutional
actions that may be taken to reduce the potential for
exposure to the contaminated source area soils.
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Specifically, this alternative includes annual maintenance
of the existing chain link fence and warning signs around
the Site; deed restrictions to prevent development and use
of the Site and adjacent off-site areas; and five-year
reviews of the Site conditions to evaluate the necessity of
additional remedial actions.
ESTIMATED
ESTIMATED
ESTIMATED
ESTIMATED
SC-3:

TIME FOR DESIGN AND CONSTRUCTION: 0 years
TIME OF OPERATION: approximately 30 years
CAPITAL COST: $5,000
TOTAL COST (NET PRE8ENT WORTH): $101,000

Site Capping

This source control alternative consists of constructing a
multimedia, RCRA-compliant cap over the contaminated on
site soils to limit additional exposures to the soil
contaminants which pose a relatively low long-term threat
alone but, more importantly, to reduce or eliminate the
migration of chemical contaminants from the unsaturated
soils into the underlying groundwater system which poses
the principal threat at the Site. This alternative was
evaluated in detail considering three soil cleanup levels as
presented in the Final Draft FS report. More specifically,
Case A.l included capping those contaminated soils greater
than 0.1 ppm (covering approximately 39,200 square feet),
Case A.2 included capping those contaminated soils exceeding
1.0 ppm (covering approximately 21,200 square feet), and
Case A.3 included capping those contaminated soils exceeding
10 ppm (covering approximately 11,800 square feet). To
implement this alternative, the facilities covering these
contaminated soils would need to be demolished and removed.
This alternative would also include the institution of deed
restrictions prohibiting Site development.
ESTIMATED TIME FOR DESIGN AND CONSTRUCTION: 1-2 years
ESTIMATED PERIOD OF OPERATION: approximately 30 years
ESTIMATED CAPITAL COST:
$260,000 for Case A.3
$458,000 for Case A.2
$812,000 for Case A.l
ESTIMATED TOTAL COST (NET PRESENT WORTH):
$404,000 for Case A.3.
$602,000 for Case A.2.
$956,000 for Case A.l.
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SC-5:

Soil Excavation and Lov-Temperature Thermal Aeration
Treatment

This source control remedial alternative involves the
excavation of contaminated on-site soils and low-temperature
thermal treatment of these soils. The Final Draft FS report
considered three soil cleanup levels for implementation of
this alternative: Case A.l (approximately 8,500 cubic yards
of in-place soil), Case A.2 (approximately 5,100 cubic yards
of in-place soil), and Case A.3 (approximately 2,600 cubic
yards of in-place soil). An additional version of the 0.1
ppm soil cleanup level was evaluated in the Final Draft FS
report for this remedial alternative, and is referred to as
Case B.
[Note that Case B of this SC remedial alternative has been
selected as a component of the overall remedy which
addresses the contaminated soils on the Site. The Case B
option, which involves the excavation and treatment of both
unsaturated and saturated contaminated soils (approximately
10,500 cubic yards of in-place soil), is discussed in detail
in Section X, "The Selected Remedy" portion of this ROD].
ESTIMATED TIME FOR DESIGN AND CONSTRUCTION: 1-1.5 years
ESTIMATED PERIOD OF OPERATION: approximately 6 months
ESTIMATED CAPITAL COST:
$1,579,000 for Case A.3
$2,210,000 for Case A.2
$3,059,000 for Case A.l
ESTIMATED TOTAL COST (NET PRESENT WORTH):
$1,579,000 for Case A.3.
$2,210,000 for Case A.2.
$3,059,000 for Case A.l.
SC-6:

In-Situ Soil Aeration

This alternative involves the extraction of contaminants
from the unsaturated on-site soils (contaminated soils above
the groundwater table) using an in-situ vacuum extraction
method. The contaminants in the soils are removed without
excavation. The contaminated soils remain "in-situ" or in
place while undergoing treatment. Piping is attached to
extraction wells and also to a vacuum pump. The vacuum purr
draws air from the surrounding contaminated soils into the
wells without disturbing the soils. As the air passes over
the contaminated soils, VOC contaminants are transferred
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from the soil to the air. The air is then sent through
carbon adsorption columns that remove the contaminants from
the air, and the treated air is discharged to the
atmosphere. The carbon is then regenerated to remove the
contaminants, and then reused in the process for further
treatment of the contaminated air. The contaminants removed
from the carbon are permanently destroyed. Other components
of this option include the conduct of an pilot study on the
Site to guide system design, construction, and operation of
the in-situ soil aeration/vacuum system; treatment and
disposal of condensed moisture extracted by the in-situ
aeration system; soil sampling and analysis to evaluate the
cleanup of the contaminated soils to the chosen target
cleanup levels; annual inspection and maintenance of the
existing fence during the time of remediation; and mulching
and planting of grass on the Site following remediation.
Removal of the facilities would not be necessary under this
option. This alternative was also considered for the three
contaminated soil cleanup levels (i.e., Case A.l, A.2, and
Case A.3) to be included in the cleanup. These cleanup
levels are described as part of Alternative SC-3; more
complete descriptions are included in the Final Draft FS
report.
ESTIMATED TIME FOR DESIGN AND CONSTRUCTION: 1-2 years
ESTIMATED PERIOD OF OPERATION: approximately 5-15 years
ESTIMATED CAPITAL COST:
$514,000 for Case A.3
$909,000 for Case A.2
$1,123,000 for Case A.l
ESTIMATED TOTAL C08T (NET PRESENT NORTH):
$1,980,000 for Case A.3.
$3,009,000 for Case A.2.
$3,946,000 for Case A.l.
SC-7:

Soil Excavation and High-Temperature Thermal
Treatment

This alternative involves soil excavation with treatment of
the excavated soils using a high-temperature (typically
1,300 to 1,400 degrees Fahrenheit) thermal treatment process
on the Site, such as a mobile rotary-kiln incinerator. This
alternative was evaluated for the three Case A "suboptions"
noted above in SC-3, as well as the Case B option. This
alternative would require the removal of the existing
facilities on the Site in order to access all the
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contaminated soils requiring excavation. The contaminated
soils that would undergo the high-temperature treatment
process would be backfilled on the Site into the original
excavation area, and/or used for regrading and vegetating
the Site. This alternative would also include air
monitoring at the perimeter of the Site during all
excavation and treatment operations on the Site. An on
site "trial burn" and sampling effort to evaluate and
optimize the destruction and removal efficiency of the
mobile incineration system would occur under this
alternative.
ESTIMATED TIME FOR DESIGN AND CONSTRUCTION: 1-1.5 years
ESTIMATED PERIOD OF OPERATION: 6 months-1 year
ESTIMATED CAPITAL COST:
$2,542,000-$5,201,000 for Case A.3
$4,108,000-$7,025,000 for Case A.2
$6,256,000-$9,569,000 for Case A.l
$7,531,000-$11,076,000 for Case B
ESTIMATED TOTAL COST (NET PRE8ENT WORTH):
$2,542,000-$5,201,000 for Case A.3
$4,108,000-$7,025,000 for Case A.2
$6,256,000-$9,569,000 for Case A.l
$7,531,000-$11,076,000 for Case B
B.

Management of Migration (MM) Alternatives Analyzed

Management of migration alternatives address contaminants that
have migrated from the original source of contamination. At the
UCC Site, contaminants have migrated from the contaminated soils
(source) which are primarily located within the 2.25-acre fenced
area of the Site into the shallow and deeper aquifers underlying
the Site.
The Management of Migration alternatives evaluated in detail for
the UCC Site included: No-Action (MM-1), Limited Action (MM-2),
Groundwater Extraction with On-Site Treatment and Discharge to
Quiggle Brook (MM-3), Vacuum-Enhanced Groundwater Extraction with
On-Site Treatment and Discharge to Quiggle Brook (MM-4),
Groundwater Extraction with On-Site Treatment and Reinjection
(MM-5), and Vacuum-Enhanced Groundwater Extraction with On-Site
Treatment and Reinjection (MM-6).
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Mo-Action

This alternative would consist of implementing a groundwater
monitoring program to assess the continuing condition of the
Site. During the program, quarterly water samples would be
taken and analyzed and the Site would be reviewed every five
years to assess the need for additional remedial action.
The no-action (monitoring only) groundwater alternative is
included for evaluation, as required by CERCLA, as a basis
for comparison with the other MM alternatives. For purposes
of estimating costs of this alternative in the Final Draft
FS, it was assumed that this MM alternative would be
implemented for 30 years.
ESTIMATED
ESTIMATED
ESTIMATED
ESTIMATED
MM-2:

TIME FOR DESIGN AND CONSTRUCTION: 0 years
PERIOD OP OPERATION: approximately 30 years
CAPITAL COST: $0
TOTAL COST (NET PRESENT WORTH): $890,000

Limited Action

This limited action alternative, like Alternative MM-1,
would involve continued monitoring of the Site groundwater.
The monitoring program for this alternative would be the
same as that for MM-1. In addition, this alternative would
include the implementation of deed restrictions to limit
future development and use of the Site groundwater; for
example, prevention of the installation of an on-site water
supply or reactivation of an existing well. The deed
restrictions would reduce the risk posed by exposure to
groundwater.
ESTIMATED
ESTIMATED
ESTIMATED
ESTIMATED
MM-3:

TIME FOR DESIGN AND CONSTRUCTION: 0 years
PERIOD OF OPERATION: approximately 30 years
CAPITAL COST: $0
TOTAL COST (NET PRESENT WORTH): $895,000

Groundwater Extraction, On-Site Treatment, and
Discharge to Quiggle Brook

This alternative would involve the extraction and treatment
of groundwater on-site by pumping the water containing
chemical contaminants with concentrations greater than
drinking water standards. Several groundwater extraction
wells would be used to extract the contaminated groundwater.
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The wells would be installed in the till zone and bedrock
aquifers, where groundwater contamination was detected
during the RI. Extracted groundwater would be treated with
a process called ultraviolet (UV) light/oxidation. This
alternative might require pretreatment of the groundwater to
remove solids or other matter which could affect the
UV/oxidation treatment process. The treated groundwater
would be discharged to Quiggle Brook and sampled
periodically to determine the effectiveness of treatment.
Institutional controls such as deed or zoning restrictions
would be required to prevent ingestion of groundwater prior
to completion of the cleanup.
ESTIMATED TIME FOR DESIGN AND CONSTRUCTION: 1-2 years
ESTIMATED PERIOD OF OPERATION:approximately 15-30 years
ESTIMATED CAPITAL COST: $1,114,000
ESTIMATED TOTAL COST (NET PRESENT WORTH):
$4,192,000-$5,014,000
MM-4:

Vacuum-Enhanced Groundwater Extraction, On-Site
Treatment, and Discharge to Quiggle Brook

This management of migration (MM) remedial alternative has
been selected as the remedial alternative component of the
overall selected remedy for addressing the contaminated
groundwater on the Site. This MM alternative is described
in detail in Section X, "The Selected Remedy," of this ROD.
MM-5:

Groundwater Extraction, On-Site Treatment, and
Reinjection

Alternative MM-5 includes extraction of the contaminated
groundwater with concentrations exceeding drinking water
standards on the Site by pumping, followed by treatment and
reinjection of the treated water back into the till zone
aquifer on the Site. Similar to the processes described in
alternative MM-3, this alternative would involve
installation of extraction wells, extraction of contaminated
groundwater to ground surface treatment units, and treatment
of extracted water by UV/oxidation. Monitoring and
evaluation activities would include sampling of monitoring
and extraction wells, monitoring water levels, and
periodically performing maintenance and redevelopment of the
reinjection wells. Institutional controls such as deed or
zoning restrictions would be required to prevent ingestion
of groundwater prior to completion of the cleanup.
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ESTIMATED TIME FOR DESIGN AND CONSTRUCTION: 1-2 years
ESTIMATED PERIOD OF OPERATION:approximately 15-30 years
ESTIMATED CAPITAL COST: $1,573,000
ESTIMATED TOTAL COST (NET PRESENT WORTH):
$4,806,000-$5,689,000
MM-6:

Vacuum-Enhanced Groundvater Extraction, On-Site
Treatment, and Reinjection

This alternative involves extraction of contaminated
groundwater with concentrations exceeding drinking water
standards, by using vacuum-enhanced extraction wells as
described in detail in alternative MM-4 (EPA's Selected
Remedy). The only difference between this alternative and
MM-4 is that under this alternative treated groundwater
would be reinjected into the till aquifer located on the
Site (as described in MM-5 above) instead of being
discharged into Quiggle Brook. Because of this difference,
alternative MM-6 requires the installation of several
reinjection wells as described in alternative MM-5, and the
monitoring and maintenance inherent with these reinjection
wells. Institutional controls such as deed or zoning
restrictions would be required to prevent ingestion of
groundwater prior to completion of the cleanup.
ESTIMATED TIME FOR DESIGN AND CONSTRUCTION: 1-2 years
ESTIMATED PERIOD OF OPERATION:approximately 15-30 years
ESTIMATED CAPITAL COST: $1,648,000
ESTIMATED TOTAL COST (NET PRESENT WORTH):
$5,633,000-$7,615,000
C.

Facilities (F) Management Alternatives Analyzed

The Facilities (F) management alternatives evaluated in detail in
the Final Draft FS report are described below.
F-l:

No Action

This "no action" alternative was evaluated as a baseline for
the comparison of other facilities management remedial
alternatives. As with other no action alternatives
presented previously for source control and management of
migration, this alternative would involve ongoing monitoring
of the groundwater and other environmental media to assess
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the condition of the Site. Because the cost for these
monitoring programs is included in the management of
migration (groundwater) alternatives, the only cost incurred
for this facilities management alternative would be that for
an evaluation of the Site every five years to determine the
need for additional remedial action. For purposes of
estimating costs of this alternative in the Final Draft FS,
it was assumed that this facilities alternative would be
implemented for 30 years.
ESTIMATED
ESTIMATED
ESTIMATED
ESTIMATED
F-2:

TIME FOR DESIGN AND CONSTRUCTION: 0 years
PERIOD OF OPERATION: approximately 30 years
CAPITAL COST: $0
TOTAL COST (NET PRESENT WORTH): $78,000

Limited Action

This alternative consists of institutional actions designed
to eliminate or reduce the potential for exposure to the
contaminated Site facilities. The activities involved in
the implementation of this alternative includes the
installation of additional access barriers (fences) and
lighting, annual maintenance of the existing fences and
signs around the Site area, implementation of deed
restrictions, and conducting a review of the Site conditions
every five years to evaluate the necessity of additional
remedial action.
ESTIMATED
ESTIMATED
ESTIMATED
ESTIMATED
F-3:

TIME FOR DESIGN AND CONSTRUCTION: 6 months
PERIOD OF OPERATION: approximately 30 years
CAPITAL COST: $13,000
TOTAL COST (NET PRESENT WORTH): $128,000

Facilities Decontamination Only

This facilities management alternative includes all of the
features of Alternative F-2, with the following additional
activities:
Removal of materials from, decontamination of, and
encapsulation of sumps in-place; and
Decontamination of facilities' concrete pads,
walls, and incineration components in-place using
high-pressure steam cleaning.
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TIME FOR DESIGN AND CONSTRUCTION: 1 year
PERIOD OF OPERATION: approximately 30 years
CAPITAL C08T: $102,000
TOTAL COST (NET PRESENT WORTH): $217,000

Facilities Decontamination and Demolition

This facilities (F) management remedial alternative has been
selected as the remedial alternative component of the
overall selected remedy for addressing the facilities
contamination on the Site. This facilities alternative is
discussed in detail in Section X of this ROD, as part of
EPA's Selected Remedy for the UCC Site.
F-5:

Facilities Demolition and Disposal without
Decontamination

This alternative consists of demolition (without prior
decontamination) of all Site facilities, including the
following:
•
•
•
•
■

Still building and associated production facilities
Church
Welding shop
Incinerator complex
Concrete pads

Activities involved in the demolition of these facilities
would include removal of water from the existing sumps for
treatment and disposal, removal of the asbestos from the
still building, and demolition, excavation, and backfilling
of the sumps. After demolition, the debris would be
disposed of off-site in a permitted landfill. Unlike
Alternative F-4, no decontamination of facilities is
included in this alternative prior to the demolition of the
facilities.
ESTIMATED
ESTIMATED
ESTIMATED
ESTIMATED
D.

TIME FOR DESIGN AND CONSTRUCTION: 1 year
PERIOD OF OPERATION: approximately 6 months
CAPITAL COST: $1,813,000
TOTAL COST (NET PRESENT WORTH): $1,813,000

Off-Site (OS) Soils Alternatives Analyzed
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The following alternatives where evaluated in detail in the Final
Draft FS report to address the remedial action objectives
established for the potential off-site soils contamination
potentially resulting from past operations at the UCC Site.
OS-1

Mo Action

This remedial alternative is a "strict" no action
alternative where no additional sampling, analysis or
evaluation of the potential off-site soils contamination
would occur. This alternative is included in the evaluation
of alternatives to address the off-site (OS) soils
contamination to provide a baseline for comparison with the
other OS alternative considered in the Final Draft FS
report.
ESTIMATED
ESTIMATED
ESTIMATED
ESTIMATED
OS-2:

TIME FOR DESIGN AND CONSTRUCTION: 0 years
PERIOD OF OPERATION: 0 years
CAPITAL COST: $0
TOTAL COST (NET PRESENT WORTH): $0

Limited Action

This off-site (OS) soil remedial alternative has been
selected as the remedial alternative component of the
overall selected remedy for addressing the off-site soils
contamination which may potentially be associated with the
Site. This OS alternative is discussed in Section X, "The
Selected Remedy," of this ROD.
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SUMMARY OF THE COMPARATIVE ANALYSIS OF ALTERNATIVES
Section 121(b)(1) of CERCLA presents several factors that, at a
minimum, EPA is required to consider in its assessment of
alternatives. Building upon these specific statutory mandates,
the National Contingency Plan articulates nine evaluation
criteria to be used in assessing the individual remedial
alternatives.
A detailed analysis was performed on the alternatives using the
nine evaluation criteria in order to select a Site remedy. The
following is a summary of the comparison of each alternative's
strength and weakness with respect to the nine evaluation
criteria. These criteria and their definitions are as follows:
Threshold Criteria
The two threshold criteria described below must be met in order
for the alternatives to be eligible for selection in accordance
with the NCP.
1.

Overall protection of human health and the environment
addresses whether or not a remedy provides adequate
protection and describes how risks posed through each
pathway are eliminated, reduced or controlled through
treatment, engineering controls, or institutional
controls.

2.

Compliance with Applicable or relevant and appropriate
requirements (ARARs) addresses whether or not a remedy
will meet all of the ARARs of other Federal and State
environmental laws and/or provide grounds for invoking
a waiver.

Primary Balancing Criteria
The following five criteria are utilized to compare and evaluate
the elements of one alternative to another that meet the
threshold criteria.3
3.

Long-term effectiveness and permanence addresses the
criteria that are utilized to assess alternatives for
the long-term effectiveness and permanence they afford,
along with the degree of certainty that they will prove
successful.
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4.

Reduction of toxicity, nobility, or volume through
treatment addresses the degree to which alternatives
employ recycling or treatment that reduces toxicity,
mobility, or volume, including how treatment is used to
address the principal threats posed by the site.

5.

Short term effectiveness addresses the period of time
needed to achieve protection and any adverse impacts on
human health and the environment that may be posed
during the construction and implementation period,
until cleanup goals are achieved.

6.

Implementability addresses the technical and
administrative feasibility of a remedy, including the
availability of materials and services needed to
implement a particular option.

7.

Cost includes estimated capital and Operation
Maintenance (O&M) costs, as well as present-worth
costs.

Modifying Criteria
The modifying criteria are used on the final evaluation of
remedial alternatives generally after EPA has received public
comment on the RI/FS and Proposed Plan.
8.

State acceptance addresses the State's position and key
concerns related to the preferred alternative and other
alternatives, and the State's comments on ARARs or the
proposed use of waivers.

9.

Community acceptance addresses the publics general
response to the alternatives described in the Proposed
Plan and RI/FS report.

A detailed tabular assessment of each alternative according to
the nine criteria (excluding criteria #2 above regarding
Compliance with ARARs) can be found in tables 31, 34, 37, 40, 43,
46, 49, 52, 55, 58, 61,
64, 67, 70, 74, 77, 80, 82, and 84 of the
Final Draft FS report. The detailed tabular assessment of each
alternative specifically with regards to criteria #2 (Compliance
with ARARs) can
be found in
tables 30, 33, 36, 39, 42, 45,48,
51, 54, 57, 60, 63, 66,
69, 72, 76, 79, and 83 of the Final Draft
FS report.
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Following the detailed analysis of each individual alternative, a
comparative analysis, focusing on the relative performance of
each alternative against the nine criteria, was conducted.
The discussions below present the nine criteria and a brief
narrative summary of the alternatives, and the strengths and
weaknesses according to the detailed and comparative analysis.
A.

’ Source Control (SC) Alternatives
1. Overall Protection of Human Health and the Environment
Source control alternatives SC-1 and SC-2 (no action and
limited action, respectively) do not provide adequate
protection of human health and the environment, since no
remedial action or only institutional controls are
incorporated into these two alternatives. These
alternatives would not prevent further migration of
contaminants from the source area into the groundwater.
Institutional controls alone are not sufficient to protect
human health and the environment. The SC-1 alternative was
included in the Final Draft FS and in this assessment
principally to serve as a basis for comparison with the
other SC alternatives considered.
Alternatives SC-3, SC-5, SC-6, and SC-7 provide adequate
protection of human health and the environment by different
mechanisms. More specifically, SC-3 (capping) achieves
overall protectiveness by isolating the soil contaminants
from potential human and environmental exposures and
reducing the continuing migration of soil contaminants into
the groundwater. On the other hand, alternatives SC-5 (soil
excavation and low-temperature treatment), SC-6 (soil
excavation and high-temperature treatment) and SC-7 (insitu soil treatment) provide overall protection by
permanently eliminating, through treatment, the soil
contaminants on the Site and, thereby, the principal threats
posed by the contaminated groundwater.
2. Compliance with Applicable or Relevant and Appropriate
Requirements (ARARs)
Source control alternatives SC-1 and SC-2 will not comply
with the ARARs established for the Site primarily because
these alternatives will continue to allow soil contaminants
to leach into the groundwater, thereby, perpetuating the
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exceedance of MCLGs and MCLs.
The implementation of SC-5, SC-6 and SC-7 will comply with
the chemical-, location-, and action-specific ARARs
determined for the Site and these particular remedial
alternatives.
3. Long-Term Effectiveness and Permanence
Alternatives SC-1 and SC-2 would not provide any degree of
long-term effectiveness or permanence since the soil
contaminants, which are the principal sources of qroundwater
contamination on the Site, w o u l d remain i n - p l a c e w i t h o u t any
form of treatment or c o n t a i n m e n t .
Each of the remaining four source control remedial
alternatives would afford both long-term effectiveness and
permanence, but with varying degrees of certainty and
successful long-term results. SC-3 (capping) would rely on
the adequacy and reliability of the cap and the
institutional controls in order to provide the continued
maintenance needed for long-term protection. SC-5, SC-6 and
SC-7 provide a greater degree of certainty regarding
ultimate success than SC-3, since these three remedial
alternatives employ treatment rather than containment of the
soil contamination at the Site. Among the three treatment
alternatives, attainment of low part per million cleanup
levels is more certain with SC-5 and SC-7 than SC-6. As
such, the risk to groundwater from residual contamination is
probably greater for SC-6 than for SC-5 and SC-7.
4. Reduction of Toxicity. Mobility or Volume Through
Treatment
Source control alternatives SC-1, SC-2 and SC-3 do not
provide any reduction of the toxicity, mobility or volume of
the soil contaminants at the Site since treatment is not
employed as a part of these alternatives.
In contrast, SC-5, SC-6 and SC-7 employ treatment which will
permanently and significantly reduce the toxicity, mobility
and volume of the hazardous substances in the soil at the
UCC Site. However, based upon available information, it is
less certain that SC-6, in-situ soil aeration, can achieve
cleanup levels in the low parts per million range. In
addition, the time frame for cleanup using SC-6 is more
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uncertain. Finally, without extensive excavation or
drilling, it is difficult to verify attainment of cleanup
levels throughout the soils which have been treated insitu. Even then, pocket of chemical residues could exist in
areas or depths which are not sampled.
5. Short-Term Effectiveness
While alternatives SC-1 and SC-2 would pose the least short
term impacts to the surrounding community and the limited
number of workers required to implement them, these
alternatives do not provide overall protection or comply
with ARARs.
In comparison, alternatives SC-3, SC-5, SC-6 and SC-7 will
each result in some degree of short-term impacts to the
community, workers and the environment on and surrounding
the Site during implementation. The magnitude of such
impacts varies primarily among those alternatives requiring
excavation (i.e. SC-5 and SC-7), which results in a greater
potential for airborne emissions from the Site, and those
alternatives which cap (SC-3) or treat in-situ (SC-6) the
soil contaminants at the Site. However, the anticipated
effectiveness and reliability of mitigative measures to
reduce such impacts would offset these potential impacts.
Additionally, these short-term impacts, when assessed
together with the time period required until overall
protection of human health and the environment is achieved,
warrants further consideration of SC-5 and sc-7.
6. Imolementabilitv
All source control alternatives are considered to be readily
implementable. It should be noted that most of these
alternatives (excluding SC-1 and SC-2) require that certain
facilities (F) alternatives are implemented in concert with
-these SC alternatives. More specifically, SC-3, SC-5 and
SC-7 require that the existing facilities on the site be
demolished to cap or to excavate the soil contaminants which
are migrating and contaminating the groundwater at the site.
On the other hand, while demolition is not a prerequisite
for implementation of SC-6, the facilities could hinder
placement of strategic wells necessary for in-situ aeration.
Additionally, as stated above, with respect to in-situ
treatment (SC-6) of the contaminated soils, it is difficult
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to verify attainment of cleanup levels throughout the soils
which have been treated in-situ. SC-6 would thus likely
require a more extensive effort to verify the attainment of
the low cleanup levels required.
7. Cost
As provided in the attached Table 12 and in Appendix D of
the Final Draft FS, the capital, annual operation and
maintenance and net present worth costs for all source
control alternatives vary depending on the degree of
complexity, treatment and effectiveness afforded by a
particular alternative. In particular, alternatives SC-5,
SC-6 and SC-7, which all incorporate treatment but differ in
the mechanics of such treatment, have a range of present
worth costs of from approximately $1.5 to $11.1 million
(depending on the soil cleanup levels).
8. State Acceptance
Overall, the State of Maine, Department of Environmental
Protection (MDEP) is in favor of SC-5. While recognizing
that SC-6 is less expensive and would result in less short
term impacts over SC-5, the trade-offs are that source
remediation will take longer. Additionally, attainment of
the low soil clean-up levels is less likely and verification
of attainment in the heterogeneous site soils would be more
difficult with SC-6. Therefore, the State of Maine believes
that SC-5 will make attainment of groundwater clean-up
levels more likely and reduce the time, and thus cost, of
the management of migration portion of the remedy.
9. -Community Acceptance
In general, the comments received during the public comment
period (both orally and in writing) and the discussions held
at the public informational/hearings suggested that the
community favored (with reservations) the source control
remedy identified in the Proposed Plan, but did not offer
any other recommendations with regards to the other source
control alternatives. Comments received during the public
comment period are attached in document entitled
"Responsiveness Summary" (Appendix A).
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Management of Migration (MM) Alternatives
1. Overall Protection of Human Health and the Environment
Management of Migration alternatives MM-1 and MM-2 (no
action and limited action, respectively) do not provide
adequate protection of human health and the environment
since no remedial action or only institutional controls are
incorporated into these two alternatives. These
alternatives do not provide for cleanup of contaminated
groundwater to protect public health and wildlife, and does
not protect off-site groundwater and surface waters.
Institutional controls alone are not sufficient to protect
human health and the environment.
The MM-1 alternative was
included in the Final Draft FS and in this assessment
principally to serve as a basis for comparison with the
other MM alternatives considered.
Since the remaining MM alternatives incorporate similar, yet
different variations of a groundwater extraction and
treatment system, all of these alternatives would eventually
provide for the overall protection of human health and the
environment. At a minimum, these remaining four MM
alternatives (MM-3 through MM-6) would provide for the
isolation (control) of the groundwater contamination at the
Site.
2. Compliance with Applicable or Relevant and Appropriate
Requirements (ARARs^
Management of Migration alternatives MM-1 and MM-2 will not
comply with the ARARs established for the Site, since
concentrations of contaminants in groundwater will continue
to exceed MCLs and non-zero MCLGs if no remedial action is
undertaken.
Based on the information provided in the Final Draft RI and
FS, alternatives MM-3 through MM-6 would comply with MCLs
and non-zero MCLGs, which are ARARs for the groundwater
cleanup. Compliance with ARARs is made more certain
through: (i) the use of vacuum-enhanced extraction in
conjunction with traditional groundwater pumping methods
(MM-4 and MM-6), supplemented by (ii) implementation of a SC
alternative which employs treatment to reduce the toxicity,
mobility and volume of contaminants (SC-5, SC-6 and SC-7).
Vacuum-enhanced extraction also allows for the removal of
41

UNION CHEMICAL COMPANY, INC
SOUTH HOPE, MAINE

RECORD OF DECISION SUMMARY
December 27, 1990

soil contaminants that exist in areas which may not
otherwise undergo excavation, and thus ARARs would likely be
achieved more rapidly.
Alternatives MM-3 and MM-4 involve discharge of treated
groundwater to Quiggle Brook. Both alternatives employ the
UV/oxidation treatment method, which will attain water
quality standards, including Federal Ambient Water Quality
Criteria. Alternatives MM-5 and MM-6, which involve
reinjection of treated groundwater into the aquifer, comply
with federal and state ARARs, which require attainment of
drinking water standards in the reinjected groundwater.
3. Long-Term Effectiveness and Permanence
Alternatives MM-1 and MM-2 would not provide any degree of
long-term effectiveness or permanence since the groundwater
contamination on the Site would continue without any form of
treatment or containment. The potential for institutional
controls to reliably restrict the exposure to the principal
threat (risk) at and surrounding the Site (i.e. the
groundwater contamination) over the long-term would require
careful coordination with the community, local and state
officials, and EPA.
Since alternatives MM-3 through MM-6 utilize an identical
method for treating the extracted groundwater, the long
term effectiveness and permanence afforded by these
alternatives are relatively similar with respect to such
treatment. However, alternatives MM-4 and MM-6, which
incorporate vacuum-enhanced extraction and conventional
groundwater pumping, would provide a greater degree of long
term certainty relative to overall protectiveness and
compliance with ARARs. This is principally due to the
additional removal of contaminants from soils through the
use of vacuum-enhanced extraction, which would not be
achieved through the use of conventional groundwater pumping
alone as provided in alternatives MM-3 and MM-5.
4. Reduction of Toxicity. Mobility or Volume Through
Treatment
Management of migration alternatives MM-1 and MM-2 do not
provide any reduction of the toxicity, mobility or volume of
the groundwater contamination which exists at the Site since
treatment is not employed as a part of these alternatives.
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In contrast, MM-4 and MM-6, which employ treatment of the
principal threat posed by the Site (i.e the groundwater
contamination), will permanently and significantly reduce
the toxicity, mobility and volume of the hazardous
substances at the UCC Site. MM-3 and MM-5 also employ
treatment that will reduce toxicity and volume, but
reinjection could cause groundwater mounding in the till
zone, which may force contaminants deeper into the bedrock
or into previously uncontaminated areas.
5. Short-Term Effectiveness
While MM-1 and MM-2 pose the least impacts to the
surrounding community and those limited workers required to
implement these alternatives over the short-term, these
alternatives do not provide overall protection or comply
with ARARs, as discussed herein, and they are thus
eliminated from further consideration.
Alternatives MM-3 through MM-6 would each involve similar
degrees of short-term risks and potential community and
worker impacts during implementation of the groundwater
extraction wells and treatment system. In addition,
mitigative measures (such as continuous monitoring of them
systems) would assure that these impacts would be minimal.
However, based on the information provided in the Final
Draft FS, EPA believes that the time to achieve overall
protection and compliance with ARARs is more certain with
the implementation of alternatives MM-4 and MM-6, which
incorporate vacuum extraction of previously saturated soils
within the area of the groundwater extraction well proper.
EPA is also aware that the fractured bedrock conditions at
the Site may pose inherent difficulties that may affect
achieving the groundwater cleanup levels within the time
frames estimated in the Final Draft FS. Therefore, these
estimated time frames may change upon completion of a
thorough review of the performance of the groundwater
extraction and treatment system throughout design,
construction, and operation and maintenance.
For all the MM alternatives involving groundwater
extraction, the public has raised concerns that the capacity
of nearby drinking water wells will be reduced. However,
these potential impacts are overshadowed by the risk that
reinjection of treated groundwater (under MM-5 and MM-6)
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could result in mounding of groundwater and possible
contamination of previously unaffected areas surrounding the
Site.
6. Iroplementabilitv
All MM alternatives are considered to be administratively
and technically feasible, with respect to all construction,
operation, and availability of services required. However,
technical concerns with alternatives MM-5 and MM-6 which
incorporate reinjection of treated water versus direct
discharge into Quiggle Brook have been raised. These
technical difficulties involve the spacial limitations for
installing these reinjection wells and the long-term
maintenance problems which will likely occur due to clogging
of the wells themselves.
7. Cost
As provided in the attached Table 12 and in Appendix D of
the Final Draft FS, the capital, annual operation and
maintenance and net present worth costs for all management
of migration alternatives (excluding MM-1 and MM-2) vary
slightly, primarily due to the time frame estimated for
achieving remediation of the groundwater contamination. In
particular, alternatives MM-3 through MM-6, which all
incorporate groundwater extraction but differ in the
mechanics of such extraction and reinjection/discharge of
the treated water, have a range of present worth costs of
from approximately $4.2 to $6.8 million (depending on the
estimated remediation time frame, i.e. 12 years to 100
years, respectively).
8. State Acceptance
The State of Maine, Department of Environmental Protection
(MDEP) is in favor of MM-4 for the management of migration
alternative. This alternative, the State believes, is the
alternative that is most likely to restore the aquifer to
drinking water quality.
9. Community Acceptance
In general, the comments received during the public comment
period (both orally and in writing) and the discussions held
at the public informational/hearings suggested that the
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community favored (with reservations) the management of
migration remedy identified in the Proposed Plan, but did
not offer any other comments/recommendations or otherwise
with regards to the other MM alternatives. Comments
received during the public comment period are attached in
document entitled "Responsiveness Summary" (Appendix A ) .
C.

Facilities (F) Management Alternatives
1. Overall Protection of Human Health and the Environment
Facilities management alternatives, F-l and F-2 (no action
and limited action, respectively) do not provide adequate
protection of human health and the environment since no
remedial action or only institutional controls are
incorporated into these two alternatives. Specifically,
F-l and F-2 would not reduce ingestion or absorption of the
dioxin and other contaminants in the incinerator equipment,
or prevent inhalation of asbestos within the Still Building.
In addition, F-l and F-2, which do not include removal of
the facilities, would prevent the effective treatment of
contaminated soils through implementation of SC-5 or SC-7.
The F-l alternative was included in the Final Draft FS and
in this assessment principally to serve as a basis for
comparison with the other facilities alternatives
considered, and are thus eliminated from further
consideration.
Since the remaining facilities alternatives incorporate some
degree of either decontamination, and/or demolition and
disposal, all of these alternatives would eventually provide
for the overall protection of human health and the
environment by eliminating, reducing, or controlling (over
the long-term) potential exposures to the hazardous
materials on and/or within these facilities.
2. Compliance with Applicable or Relevant and Appropriate
Requirements (ARARs)
Facilities alternatives F-l and F-2 would not allow for
compliance with the ARARs established for the Site,
particularly, RCRA closure and post closure requirements and
federal and state asbestos requirements. Furthermore, these
two alternatives would significantly prohibit the effective
implementation of a source control and/or management of
migration remedy which would be required to eliminate the
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continuing source of and the groundwater exceedances of
ARARs established for the Site.
The facilities alternatives F-3 and F-4 would comply with
ARARs through careful planning and control of the
decontamination component of these alternatives. In
addition, the requirements for disposal of RCRA hazardous
wastes found in these facilities would comply with the RCRA
ARARs established for the Site. Alternative F-5 would not
result in ARARs compliance since the RCRA hazardous waste
would not be treated prior to off-site disposal.
(For this
reason, this alternative should have been eliminated from
the detailed analysis.)
3. Long-Term Effectiveness and Permanence
Alternative F-l would not provide any degree of long-term
effectiveness or permanence since the hazardous materials
within the facilities would remain, and the risks estimated
from exposures too these materials would not be reduced.
Alternative F-2 would provide a slightly greater degree of
long-term effectiveness, but the potential for institutional
controls to restrict reliably the exposure to these
facilities would require careful coordination with the
community, local and state officials, and EPA.
Alternatives F-3 through F-5 would provide a similar degree
of long-term effectiveness and permanence since no residual
waste which would pose a risk to the public health, welfare
or the environment would remain within the facilities.
However, alternative F-3 would have a direct influence on
the available source control remedy which could be
undertaken at the Site, since the facilities would remain
following decontamination. On the other hand, alternatives
F-4 and F-5 would remove all facilities following
decontamination and removal of the hazardous wastes
contained within these facilities, thereby facilitating the
excavation of contaminated soils, which will result in a
overall remedy that is more effective in the long term.
4. Reduction of Toxicity. Mobility or Volume Through
Treatment
Alternatives F-l and F-2 do not provide any reduction of the
toxicity, mobility or volume of the contamination which
exists within the facilities since no treatment would be
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employed.
Alternatives F-3 through F-4, which employ treatment of the
hazardous materials within the facilities prior to disposal
and decontamination of these facilities, would permanently
and significantly reduce the toxicity, mobility and volume
of the hazardous substances at the UCC Site. Alternative F5 will not reduce the toxicity, mobility or volume through
treatment of the contamination contained in the facilities.
5. Short-Term Effectiveness
Alternatives F-l and F-2 pose the least short-term impacts
to the surrounding community and those limited workers
required to implement these alternatives.
The short-term impacts of the remaining facilities
alternatives principally result from the additional truck
traffic which would be required to remove the hazardous
wastes within the facilities off the Site. Additionally,
alternatives F-4 and F-5 would result in further impacts to
workers, the community and the environment due to the
demolition activities that would occur. However, the
protective measures employed with these alternatives and the
air monitoring that would occur should ensure that these
impacts are minimized and/or mitigated. Furthermore, the
impacts from the demolition activities described in F-5
would likely be greater than those resulting from F-4 since
no decontamination would occur on the facilities prior to
demolition.
6. Implementabilitv
All facilities alternatives are considered to be
administratively and technically feasible, with respect to
all construction, operation, and availability of services
required. However, as previously noted herein, the
implementation of those facilities alternatives which do not
involve demolition of the facilities (i.e. F-l through F-3)
prevent the selection of an effective source control remedy
involving excavation.
7. Cost
As provided in the attached Table 12 and in Appendix D of
the Final Draft FS, the capital, annual operation and
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maintenance and net present worth costs for all the
Facilities management alternatives (excluding F-l and F-2)
vary by less than one-order of magnitude. Specifically,
these present worth costs range from approximately $0.2
million for alternative F-3 to $1.8 million for alternative
F-5.
8. State Acceptance
The State of Maine, Department of Environmental Protection
(MDEP) concurs with the selection of F-4, as part of a
comprehensive multi-phased approach to contamination at the
Site.
9. Community Acceptance
In general, the comments received during the public comment
period (both orally and in writing) and the discussions held
at the public informational/hearings suggested that the
community favored (with reservations) the facilities
management remedy identified in the Proposed Plan, but did
not offer any other recommendations or otherwise with
regards to the other facilities alternatives. Comments
received during the public comment period are attached in
document entitled "Responsiveness Summary" (Appendix A) .
D.

Off-Site Soils (OS) Alternatives
1. Overall Protection of Human Health and the Environment
Neither of the two OS alternatives, OS-1 and OS-2 (no action
and limited action, respectively) involve active remedial
measures such as capping or excavation and treatment.
However, OS-2 provides a greater degree of overall
protection, because it will be used to further evaluate and
verify the previous results which indicate that there is not
a significant threat associated with airborne contamination
from past operations of the UCC incinerator.
2. Compliance with Applicable or Relevant and Appropriate
Requirements (ARARs)
Since these two alternatives do not result in significant
remedial actions, few ARARs exist from which to determine
compliance. However, under OS-2, compliance with ARARs will
occur for the protection of workers performing the
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additional sampling and analysis required by this
alternative.
3. Long-Term Effectiveness and Permanence
OS-2 would provide additional long-term permanence in
comparison to OS-1, if potential remedial actions were
required based on the results obtained through
implementation of this alternative.
4. Reduction of Toxicity. Mobility or Volume Through
Treatment
Alternatives OS-1 and OS-2 do not provide any reduction of
the toxicity, mobility or volume of hazardous substances
since no treatment would be employed.
5. Short-Term Effectiveness
Alternatives F-l and F-2 pose no short-term impacts to the
surrounding community and environment, and those limited
workers required to implement these alternatives.
6. Implementabilitv
All OS alternatives are considered to be administratively
and technically feasible, with respect to the availability
of services required.
7. Cost
As provided in the attached Table 12 and in Appendix D of
the Final Draft FS, the capital, annual operation and
maintenance and net present worth costs for these two OS
alternatives range from approximately $0 to $0.3 million.
8. State Acceptance
The State of Maine, Department of Environmental Protection
(MDEP) believes strongly that OS-2 is necessary to protect
public health or the environment and that it is an important
component of a comprehensive remedy for this Site.
9. Community Acceptance
In general, the comments received during the public comment
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period (both orally and in writing) and the discussions held
at the public informational/hearings suggested that the
community favored (with reservations) the off-site soils
remedy identified in the Proposed Plan in comparison to the
No-Action alternative. Comments received during the public
comment period are attached in document entitled
"Responsiveness Summary" (Appendix A).

50

UNION CHEMICAL COMPANY, INC.
SOUTH HOPE, MAINE

X.

RECORD OF DECISION SUMMARY
December 27, 1990

THE SELECTED REMEDY

The selected remedial action for the UCC Site is a comprehensive,
multi-component approach for overall remediation of the contaminated
on-site soils, groundwater and facilities, and a further evaluation of
off-site soils surrounding the Site area. This comprehensive remedial
approach is described in detail herein, following the discussions
immediately below regarding cleanup levels. The cleanup levels
discussed herein have been established to guide the remedial design
and for use in measuring the success of the selected remedial action
for the UCC Site.
A.

Cleanup Levels

Cleanup levels have been established for those contaminants of
concern identified in the Baseline Risk Assessment, and those
additional contaminants that were found to exceed site-specific
ARARs or other criteria which were to-be-considered ("TBC")3 at
the Site.
Periodic assessments of the protection to human health and the
environment afforded by remedial actions selected for the UCC
Site will be made as the remedy is being implemented and at the
completion of the remedial action. If it is determined that the
completed remedial action is not or will not be protective of
human health and the environment, further action shall be
required. The determination of the protectiveness afforded by
the remedial action will consider, at a minimum, the cancer risk
range of 10‘4* to 10'6, as provided in the National Contingency
Plan (NCP).
1.

Groundwater Cleanup Levels

The aquifers underlying and surrounding the UCC Site are
current sources of drinking water to the local community and
have been classified according to EPA's Ground-Water
Protection Strategy as Class IIA and the State's groundwater
classification scheme as GW-A.

3 Under the NCP, standards which, although not ARARs, are tobe-considered ("TBC") may be used in determining what is protective
at a site.
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Accordingly, cleanup levels have been set based on Maximum
Contaminant Levels [MCLs] and non-zero Maximum Contaminant
Level Goals [MCLGs], if available. More specifically,
cleanup levels for known and probable carcinogenic compounds
(Classes A & B) have been set at the appropriate MCL, if
available.
Cleanup levels for Class C compounds (possible
carcinogens), Class D compounds (not classified), and Class
E compounds (no evidence of carcinogenicity) have been set
at the MCLG, which is typically set at levels greater than
zero and equal to the MCL.
In the absence of an established MCLG or MCL, other suitable
criteria (TBCs) were considered for the UCC Site. In these
instances, EPA used proposed rules under the Safe Drinking
Water Act — proposed MCLGs and proposed MCLs — or State of
Maine Maximum Exposure Guidelines (MEGs) to establish the
cleanup level for both carcinogenic and non-carcinogenic
compounds.

* Note that for Class A & B carcinogenic compounds, the MCLG
established under the Safe Drinking Water Act [SDWA] has been set
equal to zero.
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Table A.l below summarizes the groundwater cleanup levels
established for those carcinogenic contaminants identified
at the UCC Site, with the exception of Arsenic. The cleanup
level for Arsenic, which was identified as a contaminant of
concern, will be set at the MCL of 50 ppb. Arsenic was not
included in Table A.l since the maximum concentration
detected during the RI did not exceed the MCL. However,
since Arsenic was a contaminant of concern, limited
monitoring for arsenic will be included in the groundwater
monitoring program to be undertaken during the remedial
action. This will be conducted to verify that the arsenic
MCL is not being exceeded.
TABLE A.l
GROUNDWATER CLEANUP LEVELS FOR THE CARCINOGENIC
COMPOUNDS IDENTIFIED IN THE GROUNDWATER AT THE UCC SITE
Carcinogenic
Contaminants
Bis(2-ethylhexyl)phthalate
Carbon Tetrachloride
Chloroform (as Total THM3)
1,l-dichloroethane
1,2-dichloroethane
1,1-dichloroethene
Methylene Chloride
Tetrachloroethene
Trichloroethene
Vinyl Chloride

Cleanup
Level
(PPb)

Level of
Risk

Basis for
Cleanup
Level
PMCL1
MCL1
2
MCL4
MEG
m c l 2/m e g
m c l g -m c l 2/m e g
PMCL1
PMCL5
m c l !/m e g
MCL2

4
5
100
5
5
7
5
5
5
2

2X10'6
2x10 5
2xl05
lxio 5
1X10'5
ixio'4
1X10'6
7X10 6
2X10 6
1X10 4

SUM

3xl0"4

SUM

9X10

(with Vinyl Chloride and
1,1-dichloroethene included in tun)

(without Vinyl Chloride arid 1.1dichloroethene included in sun)

1
2
3
4
5

-

55 Fed. Reg. 30370, 371.
52 Fed. Reg. 25690, 691.
THM, represents the word Trihalomethanes.
40 CFR 141, § 141.12.
54 Fed. Reg. 22062, 064.
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Table A.2 below summarizes -the groundwater cleanup levels
established for those non-carcinogenic contaminants (as well
as those carcinogenic contaminants which also exhibit noncarcinogenic effects) identified at the UCC Site, with the
exception of Arsenic and Lead. The cleanup levels for
Arsenic and lead, which were both identified as contaminants
of concern, will be set at their respective MCLs of 50 ppb.
Arsenic and lead were not included in Table A.2 since their
maximum concentrations detected during the RI did not exceed
their respective MCLs. However, limited monitoring for
arsenic and lead will be included in the groundwater
monitoring program to be undertaken during the remedial
action. This will be conducted to verify that the arsenic
and lead MCLs are not being exceeded.
TABLE A.2
GROUNDWATEB CLEANUP LEVELS FOR THE NON-CARCINOGENIC
COMPOUNDS IDENTIFIED IN THE GROUNDWATER AT THE UCC SITE
Cleanup
Level
(PPb)

Non-Carcinogenic
Contaminants
Bis(2-ethylhexyl)phthalate
Carbon Tetrachloride
Chloroform (as Total THM)
1,2-dichloroethene-cis
1,2-dichloroethene-trans
l,l-dichloroethane
1,1-dichloroethene
Ethylbenzene
Methylene Chloride
Methyl Ethyl Xetone
Tetrachloroethene
Toluene
1,1,l-trichloroethane
Total Xylenes

Basis for
Cleanup
Level

Target
Endpoint
of Toxicity

PMCL1
MCL1
2
MCL3
p m c l 4/m e g
PMCLG-PMCL4
MEG
MCLG-MCLyMEG

4
5
100
70
100
5
7
700

pmclvmeg

5
170
5
2,000
200
10,000

PMCL1
MEG
PMCL4
PMCLVMEG
m c l g -m c l v m e g
PMCLG-PMCL

1 - 55 Fed. Reg. 30370, 371.
; - 52 Fed. Reg. 25690, 691.
3 - 40 CFR 141, § 141.12.
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Hazard
Quotient

Liver
Liver
Liver
Blood
Blood
Kidney
Liver
Liver £
Kidney
Liver
Fetotoxicity
Liver
CNS
Liver
Hyperactivity,
Decreased Body
Weight

.006
.20
.30
.21
.15
.002
.02
.20
.002
.10
.01
.20
.06
.15
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4 - 54 Fed. Reg. 22062, 064.
The Hazard Index (HI) for those compounds included in Table
A.2, which have been identified as having similar toxicity
endpoints, is as follows:
Esdp.gjpt

HI

Liver
Blood
Liver & Kidney
CNS
Fetotoxicity
Hyperactivity
& Decreased Body
Weight

.60
.36
.20
.20
.10
.15

The groundwater cleanup levels discussed herein and as
presented in Tables A.l and A.2 must be met at the
completion of the remedial action at the compliance points.
These compliance points will be: (i) throughout the
underlying shallow and bedrock aquifers on the UCC Site, and
(ii) in areas of contaminated groundwater immediately off
the Site. Based on the currently available information
obtained during the Remedial Investigation, EPA and the
State of Maine DEP believe that these cleanup levels will be
achieved within 15 to 30 years of full-scale implementation
of the management of migration component of the selected
remedy, as estimated in the Final Draft FS. However, if it
becomes apparent, during full-scale implementation and/or
operation of the groundwater extraction system, that the
groundwater contaminant levels at the Site have ceased to
decline and are remaining constant at concentrations higher
than the cleanup levels specified above, the groundwater
extraction and treatment system, its performance standards,
and/or the management of migration component of the selected
remedy may require reevaluation.
These cleanup levels are consistent with the ARARs
determined for the groundwater at the UCC Site and will, at
the completion of remedial action, attain EPA's risk
management goal for remedial actions (e.g. carcinogenic risk
range of between 10*4 and 10'6).
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Soil Cleanup Levels

Cleanup levels in
human health from
The establishment
critical in order
contaminants into
Site.

soils were established in order to protect
ingestion of contaminated groundwater.
of specific soil cleanup levels is
to prevent further leaching of these soil
the groundwater aquifers below the UCC

The "Decision Tree Process," a percolation-transport model
(as described in detail in Appendix B of the Final Draft FS)
was used to estimate the residual levels of contaminants in
soil (following excavation and treatment) that are not
expected to impair future groundwater quality. Federal MCLs
and non-zero MCLGs, the ARARs used to establish groundwater
cleanup levels for the UCC Site, were used as the levels
from which to extrapolate back to establish the specific
soil cleanup levels required, based on this specific model.
Where no MCL or MCLG existed for a particular contaminant,
proposed MCLGs and proposed MCLs were also considered in
this process.
Table B.l summarizes the cleanup levels established for the
four most prevalent soil contaminants identified at the UCC
Site. These soil cleanup levels were selected for only
these four soil contaminants based upon: (i) their wide
lateral distribution throughout the Site; (ii) their high
concentrations relative to their respective MCLs and non
zero MCLGs; (iii) the fact that these four contaminants are
co-located with other soil contaminants within the principal
source area on the Site; and (iv) their range of organic
carbon partitioning coefficients (K^).
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TABLE B.l
SOIL CLEANUP LEVELS ESTABLISHED FOR THE
PROTECTION OF HUMAN HEALTH AND THE UNDERLYING AQUIFERS AT THE
UCC SITE BASED ON THE DECISION TREE PROCESS
PERCOLATION-TRANSPORT MODEL
Soil
contaminants

Soil
Cleanup
Level
(ppm)

Basis for
Model
Input

Target
Endpoint
of Toxicity

Residual
Groundwater
Risk and/or
Hazard Quotient

Carcinoaenic contaminants
1,1-dichloroethene
Trichloroethene
Tetrachloroethene

0.1
0.1
0.1

MCLG-MCL
MCL
PMCL

—

- -

—

1X10'*
2X10'6
7Xl0‘6

Non-Carcinoaenic contaminants
1,1-dichloroethene
Tetrachloroethene
Total Xylenes

0.1
0.1
100.0

MCLG-MCL
PMCL
PMCLG-PMCL

Liver
Liver
Hyperactivity,
Decreased Body
Weight

SUM

.02
.01
.15
1x10H

(for carcinogenic contaminants)
and
Total HI

Liver

.03

Hyperactivity,
Decreased
Body
Weight

.15

(for non-carcinogenic contaminants)
These soil cleanup levels are consistent with the ARARs
established for the groundwater at the UCC Site. These soil
cleanup levels will also allow for the attainment of EPA's
risk management goal for remedial actions (i.e. the
groundwater carcinogenic risk level will be between 10‘4 and
10*6 and the Hazard Index will be less than 1 at the
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completion of the remedial action). These soil cleanup
levels will be achieved throughout the Site, and will be
confirmed at the completion of the remedial action to be
undertaken at the UCC Site.
B.

Description of Remedial Components

The selected remedy for the UCC Site includes a combination of
remedial alternatives SC-5, MM-4, F-4 and OS-2, as noted
previously in Section VIII. The major components of this
comprehensive, multi-component remedy include:
1.

Soil Excavation and On-Site Low-Temperature Soil
Aeration Treatment (SC-5);

2.

Vacuum-Enhanced Groundwater Extraction, On-Site
Groundwater Treatment, and On-Site Discharge of Treated
Groundwater into Quiggle Brook (MM-4);

3.

Facilities Decontamination and Demolition, and OffSite Disposal of Debris (F-4); and

4.

Limited Action for Off-Site Soils (OS-2).

The following discussions present in further detail the events
which will likely occur during the implementation of each of the
above-described major remedial components of the selected remedy.
SC-5:

Soil Excavation and On-Site Low-Temperature Soil Aeration
Treatment
The selected remedy for the contaminated on-site soils at
the UCC Site involves excavation and on-site treatment to
achieve the soil cleanup levels stated above.
Excavation and Materials Handling of Contaminated On-Site
Soils
This source control remedial alternative will require
removing the existing facilities at the Site (as discussed
in detail later under the selected Facilities remedial
alternative) in order to excavate the on-site contaminated
soils identified for cleanup.
Once these facilities are removed from the Site,
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contaminated soils within the unsaturated zone, as well as
those within the saturated zone in selected locations, which
exceed the soil cleanup levels will be excavated for
subsequent treatment on the Site. The contaminated,
unsaturated5 soils requiring excavation and treatment are
primarily located within the enclosed-fenced portion of the
Site. The vertical, lower excavation limit for these
contaminated, unsaturated soils will be determined by EPA
based on either: (a) 0.5 feet below the groundwater table
encountered at the time of excavation? (b) 11.5 feet below
the ground surface (which was based upon the assumptions
used to establish the site-specific soil cleanup levels
previously detailed herein); or (c) deeper than described in
(a) and (b) above in localized areas if appropriate and if
technically practicable.
The contaminated, saturated soils that exceed the soil
cleanup levels and that require excavation and treatment are
primarily located in the area between the old leach field
and the interceptor trench (as depicted in Figure 38 of the
Final Draft FS). The vertical, lower excavation limit for
these contaminated, saturated soils will be, at a minimum,
6.0 feet below the groundwater table encountered at the time
of excavation.
Contaminated, saturated soils that are outside the areas
primarily described above and that exceed the soil cleanup
levels will not be excavated, but will be removed for
treatment using the vacuum-enhanced extraction wells
discussed under the management of migration selected
remedial alternative below. Supplemental soil sampling and
analysis will be conducted during the remedial design and
remedial action to further confirm the lateral and vertical
limits of excavation in both the unsaturated and saturated
soils.
Initially, the excavation will likely proceed in those areas
of the Site where the on-site low-temperature thermal
treatment unit will be setup for full-scale operation.
5
Excavation of unsaturated soils will likely involve the
excavation of some saturated soils below the water table within the
areas of this excavation. The extent of excavation of contaminated
soils within these areas will be more fully evaluated during the
remedial design and remedial action performed at the Site.
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Clean fill will be brought onto the Site, if necessary, to
backfill this excavated area and to provide an adequate base
for the thermal treatment unit. Prior to setting up the
thermal treatment unit on the Site, the entire area where
this unit will be located will also be covered with a low
permeability, synthetic liner to eliminate the possibility
of contaminating the underlying uncontaminated soil or clean
fill which may have been brought onto the Site.
To ascertain that those areas which undergo excavation
achieve the soil cleanup levels specified in this ROD,
confirmatory sampling will occur within and along the
perimeters of all excavated areas. This sampling will be
conducted to determine, statistically whether a particular
excavated area has achieved the soil cleanup levels or
requires further excavation. An on-site, mobile and/or an
off-site, certified laboratory will provide confirmatory
analyses on soil samples obtained from throughout these
excavated areas.
Throughout all phases of the excavation, materials handling
(including screening, crushing, and transfer operations)
and/or any stockpiling activities conducted on Site soils
(or concrete), every effort will be made to minimize or
mitigate any airborne release of volatile organic and
particulate emissions (and excessive noise) from the Site in
order to protect the public health, welfare and the
environment. These efforts will include the use of one or
more of the following techniques in order to minimize or
mitigate the release of such emissions: controlled
excavation techniques, dust suppressants (e.g. water or
foaming agents), stock and/or waste pile coverings, partial
or full enclosures on each or all of the on-site work areas,
and air pollution control devices to treat air emissions
collected by an enclosure. These efforts are critical since
significant on-site contamination includes compounds which
could threaten public health, and volatile aromatic
compounds such as toluene, xylene, and ethylbenzene which
may result in odors. All of these potential air emission
releases must be adequately monitored and controlled on the
Site in order to protect public health, welfare and the
environment located off the Site.
Treatment of Contaminated. Excavated Soils
All specified, excavated soils exceeding the soil cleanup
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levels will be treated using a low-temperature soil aeration
or equivalent thermal desorption (aeration) treatment
process located on the Site. This process will treat the
excavated, contaminated soils by processing them through a
low-temperature (estimated at 300 to 850 degrees Fahrenheit)
thermal treatment unit in order to meet the soil cleanup
levels and treatment standards described herein.
Prior to full-scale treatment of the contaminated soils,
pilot-scale tests will be conducted on the Site using sitespecific soils. The primary objectives of these tests will
be, at a minimum, to (i) confirm that the full-range of
contaminants and their respective concentrations in soils
will routinely attain the soil cleanup levels and treatment
standards specified for this Site, (ii) determine the
optimum operational settings for or modifications required
to the treatment unit prior to full-scale treatment on the
Site, (iii) establish the most feasible location for
placement of the thermal treatment unit on the Site while
minimizing the need to clear excessive trees and brush on
the property, (iv) provide a comprehensive materials balance
estimate for all waste streams resulting from this process
and the media-specific criteria to used for determining the
ultimate disposition for all waste streams from the process,
(v) assess the effectiveness of the air pollution control
equipment (to be used with the thermal treatment process) on
the volatilized contaminants generated by this process, and
(vi) collect various air monitoring data in order to provide
information regarding the appropriate techniques and extent
of air pollution controls and monitoring required during
full-scale operations. Additionally, prior to full-scale
treatment and during the excavation activities stated
previously, the contaminated, excavated soils will be
screened to remove all cobbles and/or boulders encountered
during excavation which cannot be successfully treated
without prior crushing. Those cobbles/boulders which are
too large for treatment will be crushed and then fed into
the low-temperature soil aeration or equivalent thermal
desorption (aeration) treatment unit.
The full-scale thermal treatment process will occur within a
closed system, capturing any fugitive dust and/or volatile
organics that are generated by the thermal treatment
process. The organic contaminants that are driven-off
(volatilized) from the contaminated soils as vapors will be
further treated using vapor-phase carbon adsorption
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materials or an equivalent treatment method in order to: (i)
satisfy the site-specific discharge and air emission
requirements or other criteria to-be-considered, and (ii)
protect public health, welfare and the environment at the
property boundary. If carbon adsorption materials are
utilized, these materials will undergo thermal regeneration
or incineration at an approved off-site facility.
Furthermore, to ensure compliance with all Federal and State
air quality standards (including, but not limited to,
particulate and air toxic requirements/criteria), any
fugitive dust (particulate matter) generated by the thermal
treatment process will be collected by additional air
pollution control equipment. Particulate matter (including
fines) that are collected by these air pollution control
equipment will be sampled and analyzed and, if necessary,
treated to met the soil cleanup levels and treatment
standards established for the Site, by the thermal aeration
treatment unit prior to returning these materials onto the
Site. These materials must be mixed with previously treated
soils prior to being returned to the excavation.
During and following full-scale treatment of the
contaminated soils on the Site, the treated soils will be
frequently and representatively sampled and analyzed to
ensure that both the soil cleanup levels stated in this ROD
and the treatment standards established under RCRA's Land
Disposal Restrictions (LDRs) at 40 CFR 268, Subpart D, §
268.40, are being achieved. Treated soils that achieve
these site-specific soil cleanup levels and treatment
standards will be placed in the original, excavated area on
the Site. Treated soils that do not achieve these sitespecific levels or treatment standards will be further
treated by this process, to the maximum extent practicable.
As stated in the Final Draft FS, EPA believes that the LDR
treatment standards can be attained using this source
control remedial technology. However, any soils that do not
achieve these site-specific cleanup requirements will either
undergo further treatment on-site using a different
treatment technology approved by EPA, or a Treatability
Variance under RCRA may be required to comply with the RCRA
LDRs.
Air monitoring will be continuously performed during all
excavation, materials handling and soil treatment
activities. This comprehensive air monitoring program will
include, at a minimum, the acquisition of both volatile
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organic and particulate samples from areas where excavation,
materials handling and treatment are occurring, as well as
along the perimeter and at specific off-site locations. The
specific contaminants, sampling methodologies, and
analytical requirements will be determined during the
remedial design by conducting, at a minimum, air modeling of
these potential emission sources. Regular monitoring for
airborne volatile organic emissions will be performed both
on a real-time and laboratory, chemical-specific
confirmatory basis. This air monitoring information will be
used, at a minimum, to determine: (1) whether operations
will continue as scheduled; (2) whether contingency actions
(such as slowing operations) are required on the Site; (3)
whether operations should be shutdown partially or
completely in order to make modifications to the operations;
or (4) whether contingency actions (such as notification)
are required for the surrounding community.
Site Restoration
Surface water controls will be implemented around the site
to direct surface water runoff away from the Site both
during and following remedial actions performed on the Site.
Additionally, as noted above, treated soils that achieve the
site-specific cleanup levels and treatment standards will be
used as backfill within the excavated areas on the Site
and/or used to recontour the entire area to promote
drainage. Prior to placement of these treated soils back on
the Site, all soils will be mixed with nutrients and/or
native soils to promote the re-establishment (comparable to
the surrounding area) of these soils for future habitat
growth. Finally, all disturbed areas of the Site will be
regraded and revegetated to prevent further surface water
erosion from occurring on the Site, and to establish
vegetative growth which is comparable to the surrounding
wooded/grassy areas. These steps will occur after all
equipment has been decontaminated and removed from the Site
as part of this source control component of the overall
remedial action for the Site.
MM-4:

Vacuum-Enhanced Groundwater Extraction, On-Site Treatment,
and Discharge to Quiggle Brook
To address the significant groundwater contamination
existing throughout the shallow till and weathered, shallow
bedrock aquifers underlying the Site, a vacuum-enhanced
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groundwater extraction and treatment system configuration
will be employed at the UCC Site.
Establishment of Institutional Controls Purina Remedial
Design/Remedial Action
Institutional controls will be required for the UCC property
and surrounding properties to the Site to protect human
health and the environment, and to supplement the remedial
actions that will be designed, implemented and operated
according to this ROD.
Institutional controls required on the UCC property will
include, at a minimum, restricting access and use (through
deed restrictions, the installation of additional lighting,
fences and warning signs, and/or other mechanisms) during
the remedial action, and restricting the use (through deed
restrictions and/or other mechanisms) of the on-site
contaminated groundwater for drinking water purposes.
In addition, institutional controls will be required on
surrounding properties to the UCC Site. These institutional
controls may include, at a minimum: (i) restrictions on the
use of existing bedrock drinking water wells on properties
located in close proximity to the Site whose pumping is
shown to accelerate or alter the movement of contaminated
groundwater from beneath the Site; this includes, at a
minimum, residential well (f 20 in order to prevent the
further migration of groundwater contamination existing off
the Site; (ii) restrictions on the installation and use of
new bedrock drinking water wells on properties located in
close proximity to the Site which could influence the
migration of the existing groundwater contamination off the
Site; (iii) deed restrictions; (iv) advisory controls, such
as well-use advisories and deed notices; and (v) other
mechanisms which may be determined necessary to reduce the
potential for exposures by humans to the contaminants on the
Site (both in the soils and groundwater) during and until
the entire remediation effort is completed.
Installation of Groundwater Extraction and Monitoring Wells
This management of migration alternative will require the
installation of several, strategically located and carefully
constructed vacuum-enhanced extraction and monitoring wells
on the Site. The extraction wells will be designed and
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located in a manner which will maximize: (i) the extraction
of the contaminated groundwater on the Site that exceeds the
groundwater cleanup levels specified in this ROD, with the
exception of the contaminated groundwater currently known to
exist at the deep bedrock well designated as ODW; and (ii)
the removal of those soil contaminants (which are not
undergoing excavation as described in SC-5 above) that
exceed the soil cleanup levels. These extraction wells will
be located on-site within both the till and weathered
bedrock during the initial phases of the remedial action.
If groundwater contamination is still found to be exceeding
the groundwater cleanup levels specified in this ROD within
the deeper bedrock aquifer (including within the on-site
well ODW) during the remedial action monitoring program,
then additional extraction wells may be required in the
bedrock aquifer. The exact number, depth, size, and
location of these extraction wells (and additional
monitoring wells) will be defined during the remedial design
phase of the overall remedial action and refined, as
necessary, during the course of the remedial action. Such
refinement may include modifications to the groundwater
extraction rate, alternating pumping at individual or
multiple extraction wells to eliminate stagnation points,
pulse pumping to allow aquifer equilibration and to allow
adsorbed contaminants to further partition from the soil,
and/or the construction of new extraction wells to
facilitate or accelerate cleanup of the contaminant
plume(s).
Prior to full-scale implementation of this groundwater
remedial alternative, one or more pilot-scale treatability
studies will be conducted on the Site. These studies will,
at a minimum, be used to provide additional site-specific
data to design a groundwater pretreatment system for
suspended solids and/or metals (if pretreatment is
necessary), to establish the optimum wavelength and exposure
period for the UV light groundwater treatment system, to
select the oxidant(s) and their optimum dosage to assure
treatment system performance in achieving the groundwater
cleanup levels and discharge standards, and to verify that
the vacuum-enhanced extraction system can achieve the soil
cleanup levels in the areas of the Site between the
interceptor trench and Quiggle Brook where limited soil
contamination exists above the soil cleanup levels specified
herein. In order to conduct such a pilot-study at the Site,
an additional aquifer test(s) will also be conducted on the
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Site to extract the contaminated groundwater for the
treatability study(ies), and provide additional sampling and
analysis data in order to determine the numbers, depths,
and locations of the vacuum-enhanced extraction wells on the
Site. Furthermore, it will also be necessary to apply a
fate and transport numerical model to simulate the effects
of pumping the aquifer to select the optimal locations of
the extraction wells, and to facilitate predictions of
system performance and aquifer cleanup response.
On-Site Groundwater Treatment Svstem/Discharae System
Installation
The extracted groundwater will be placed in holding tanks
located on the Site prior to being treated using the process
called ultraviolet (UV) light/oxidation or an equivalent
destruction technology. In this process, the extracted
groundwater will be put in contact with an oxidant (such as
ozone and/or hydrogen peroxide) and UV light. This
treatment method will destroy the organic contaminants in
the groundwater while producing carbon dioxide, residual
ozone gases, and treated water. The residual ozone gases
generated by this treatment method will subsequently be
destroyed on the Site using an appropriate treatment method.
Pre-treatment of the extracted groundwater prior to
UV/oxidation treatment may be necessary to remove inorganics
(heavy metals) and/or solids. If pretreatment is necessary,
the collected solid (sludge-like) material will undergo
additional testing to determine whether the material is
hazardous or non-hazardous, and whether additional treatment
and/or disposal is required on this material either on-site
or off-site. Additional post-treatment of the UV-treated
groundwater using liquid-phase carbon adsorption, or an
equivalent treatment technology, prior to discharge into
Quiggle Brook will be required if such further treatment is
warranted to meet the site-specific discharge
requirements/standards, and to eliminate potential slugs of
contamination from passing through the UV/oxidation system.
If liquid-phase carbon adsorption is used for such post
treatment, the carbon will be either regenerated or
incinerated off-site at a permitted facility.
The vacuum-extracted, contaminated soil gases will also be
treated on the Site using a vapor-phase carbon adsorption
process or an equivalent treatment technology prior to
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discharge into the atmosphere. These soil gases will be
monitored accordingly to ensure compliance with Federal and
State air quality standards and to protect public health,
welfare and the environment of the surrounding community.
The groundwater treatment system effluent will be piped to
Quiggle Brook for discharge. The piping and discharge point
will be located entirely on the Site. The discharge point
will be designed so that it will preserve the wetland areas
along Quiggle Brook by keeping these areas moist despite the
extraction of groundwater from these areas. This discharge
will, however, not further impact the area(s) where the
treated water is actually discharged into the brook.
Groundwater Treatment System Monitoring, and Operation and
Maintenance
The treated groundwater will be sampled periodically prior
to being directly discharged into Quiggle Brook. Periodic
sampling will also occur, at a minimum, in the brook, in
existing and new monitoring wells, residential wells, and
throughout the treatment system. The frequency of sampling
will be determined during the remedial design. Samples
collected during these monitoring periods will, at a
minimum, utilize those analytical methods established under
either or both the SDWA (500 series methods) and RCRA (8000
series/SW-846 methods) to provide the best precision and
accuracy analytically achievable at the time these samples
are obtained. In addition, periodic sampling will include
the collection and analysis of groundwater samples in on
site monitoring and residential wells for the compound, N ,Ndimethylformamide - DMF, using the best analytical methods
available which are approved by EPA; while further, limited
monitoring for arsenic and lead will also occur on the site.
The objective of these sampling efforts will be to ensure
that the treated water achieves the discharge criteria and
that ambient water quality criteria or other standards
within Quiggle Brook are not exceeded by the discharge to
Quiggle Brook, and that the groundwater cleanup levels
established for this Site are being achieved throughout all
the aquifers underlying the Site, and that surrounding
residential wells are not being impacted by the
contamination and/or extraction of groundwater on the Site.
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Facilities Decontamination and Demolition
Facilities Alternative F-4 has been selected to facilitate
the cleanup of the contaminated soil and to address the
existing contamination of and within all the facilities that
currently remain at the UCC Site. These facilities include,
at a minimum: the still building and associated production
facilities, the welding shop, the incinerator complex, all
concrete pads, and the church.
Decontamination (and Treatment, as appropriated
This component of the overall remedial action will involve
the decontamination of all on-site facilities (including, at
a minimum, any and all equipment, tanks, pipes, and drums
contained within these facilities or buried on-site) using
high-pressure steam cleaning or another effective
decontamination technique, to the maximum extent
practicable. Whether high-pressure steam cleaning or
another decontamination technique is utilized, every effort
will be made to minimize and/or mitigate the release of
airborne volatile and particulate emissions (and excessive
noise) into the surrounding environment during all phases of
such decontamination work. These efforts will include the
use of one or more of the following techniques in order to
minimize and/or mitigate a release of such emissions:
controlled steam cleaning techniques, dust suppressants
(e.g. water or foaming agents), partial or full enclosures
on each or all of the on-site work areas, and/or air
pollution control devices to treat air emissions collected
by an enclosure. Additionally, all water resulting from
these decontamination operations will be collected and
analyzed to determine the eventual disposition of this
material. If further treatment of this water is required,
this treatment will occur on-site using the UV/oxidation
groundwater treatment system as described above in MM-4, if
technically practicable, or another equally effective water
treatment technique.
Prior to facilities decontamination, any contaminated water
currently remaining within the sumps on the Site will be
drained, collected, and analyzed prior to eventual
treatment on or off the Site. If treatment on-site is
warranted, such treatment will occur using the UV
light/oxidation system being employed for groundwater
treatment, if technically practicable, or an equally
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effective treatment technique.
All of the concrete on the Site from the warehouse pad,
structures, floors and sumps will undergo low-temperature
thermal aeration treatment or an equivalent thermal
desorption technique (as described in the selected source
control alternative, SC-5) following crushing of this
material to enable such treatment. This crushing operation
will be carefully controlled, as discussed above under SC5, to prevent and/or eliminate any potential releases of
volatile or particulate emissions and excessive noise into
the surrounding environment. The treated concrete will then
be used as backfill on-site, if it meets the RCRA LDR
standards determined as ARARs for the UCC Site, or disposed
of off-site at a permitted, RCRA hazardous waste facility.
The asbestos contained within the still building will be
appropriately containerized in accordance with federal and
state requirements, and subsequently removed from the Site
for off-site disposal.
Any and all other RCRA hazardous waste (including, at a
minimum, liquids, sludges, and ash) found within the
incinerator equipment, sumps, and/or other on-site equipment
will be treated by best available and appropriate techniques
prior to off-site disposal. Based on existing sampling
results, such treatment will likely include, at a minimum,
solidification/stabilization techniques due to the
characteristics of these hazardous wastes. The dioxin/leadcontaminated secondary scrubber ash found within the
incinerator equipment components will also be
solidified/stabilized to meet the RCRA LDR treatment
standards for F001-F005 spent solvents, and the RCRA
characteristic of toxicity requirements (through TCLP
testing) prior to off-site disposal at a permitted RCRA
facility. These requirements are based upon an assessment
that these incinerator residues are classified as F001-F005
wastes pursuant to EPA's "derived-from" rule at 40 CFR 261.3
(c)(2).
Demolition
Following these activities, the welding shop, still building
and associated production facilities, the former church, and
the entire incinerator complex will be demolished. These
demolished facilities (debris) will then undergo extensive,
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representative sampling and analysis to determine whether
this debris is hazardous or non-hazardous.
Off-Site Disposal
Finally, demolition debris (and any other material discussed
above) which is determined to be non-hazardous will be taken
off-site for disposal at a permitted, demolition landfill
without prior treatment. Demolition debris, and all other
material described above, that is determined to be a
hazardous waste will also be taken off-site (following
additional treatment, if required) and disposed of at a
permitted, RCRA hazardous waste facility.
OS-2:

Limited Action

' A Limited Action remedial alternative has been selected to
address the remedial response objectives stated previously
for the off-site soils surrounding the UCC Site.
Additionally, this remedial alternative has been selected to
further define whether or not off-site soil contamination is
present as a result of past UCC operations and, if so,
whether this contamination warrants further remedial action.
Data Collection and Analysis
Under this remedial alternative, continuous, site-specific
meteorological data (i.e., wind speed, wind direction,
temperature, and barometric pressure) will be collected for
a minimum period of five years. Following the acquisition
of one full-year of meteorological data from the Site,
additional air modeling simulations (similar to those
performed during the RI) will be performed to determine the
potential locations where airborne materials from the
incinerator and/or the on-site boilers may have been
deposited off the Site. Based upon the results obtained
from this re-modeling effort (or sooner, if required), in
comparison to the results obtained during the RI using
Augusta, Maine meteorological data and other factors to be
considered, additional off-site soil samples will be
collected. These samples will be analyzed, at a minimum,
for dioxins and furans, heavy metals and semi-volatile
organic compounds.
Following the initial, minimum, five-years of site-specific
meteorological data collection (as stated above), the
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incinerator and/or on-site boiler stack(s) will be modelled
again to determine where potential, additional off-site
locations will require additional sampling to be performed.
If additional sampling is warranted in new, off-site
locations based upon this and previous modeling efforts and
any other factors that must be considered, these samples
will be analyzed, at a minimum, for the same organic and
inorganic compounds mentioned above.
Throughout all phases of this data collection and analysis
effort, EPA will determine if additional remedial actions
are required for these off-site soils. This determination
will be made following an opportunity for both State and
public involvement.
To the extent required by law, EPA will review the Site at least once
every five years after the initiation of remedial action at the UCC
Site if any hazardous substances, pollutants or contaminants remain at
the site to assure that the remedial action continues to protect human
health and the environment. EPA will also evaluate risk posed by the
Site at the completion of the remedial action (i.e., before the Site
is proposed for deletion from the NPL).
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STATUTORY DETERMINATIONS

The remedial action selected for implementation at the UCC Site is
consistent with CERCLA and the NCP. The selected remedy is protective
of human health and the environment, attains ARARs and is cost
effective. The selected remedy also satisfies the statutory
preference for treatment which permanently and significantly reduces
the mobility, toxicity or volume of hazardous substances as a
principal element. Additionally, the selected remedy utilizes
alternate treatment technologies or resource recovery technologies to
the maximum extent practicable.
A.

The Selected Remedy is Protective of Human Health and the
Environment

The remedy at this Site will permanently reduce the risks
presently posed to human health and the environment by
eliminating, reducing or controlling exposures to human and
environmental receptors through treatment, engineering controls,
and institutional controls. Specifically:
-

The combination of the source control component (SC-5)
and the management of migration component (MM-4) will
reduce the most significant risks (principal threats)
identified in the Baseline Risk Assessment: the
present and future risks posed by ingestion of
contaminated groundwater. The selected remedy will
attain federal MCLs and non-zero MCLGs, which are
generally protective of human health and suitable for
public drinking water supplies. Where no MCL or m c l g
exists, other standards were considered in setting
cleanup levels which provide protection against risks
associated with ingestion of (or inhalation of or
dermal contact with) contaminated groundwater. Use of
a vacuum-enhanced groundwater extraction system
increases the certainty that groundwater cleanup
standards will be attained throughout the Site.

-

The selected remedy will eliminate or reduce risks to
human and environmental receptors by preventing
contaminated on-site groundwater from migrating off
site and into nearby surface waters, particularly
Quiggle Brook. Discharge of treated groundwater will
not adversely affect Quiggle Brook, since groundwater
will be treated to water quality standards.
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The facilities (F-4) component of the remedy will
permanently eliminate or reduce exposures to hazardous
substances present in the facilities. OS-2, sampling
of off-site soils to assess further the impacts of past
operations of the UCC incinerator, is necessary to
ensure that the remedy is protective and effective in
the long-term and short-term. Because dioxins and
furans were found in the secondary scrubber on the UCC
Site, it is possible that these toxic compounds were
released through the incinerator stack and deposited
off-site. Given the technical difficulties of
reconstructing the direction of the plume from the
s t a c k and the fact that one off-site sample showed
inconclusive results, further off-site sampling is
needed to protect human health and the environment.
-

Use of temporary institutional controls limiting the
use of existing and new drinking water wells during the
remedial action is necessary to ensure that pumping
does not draw groundwater contamination further off
site.

In addition, the selected remedy will result in human exposure
levels that are within the 10'4 to 10’6 incremental cancer risk
range and that are less than the hazard index of one (1) for non
carcinogens. More.specifically, the source control and
management of migration components will attain the groundwater
cleanup standards set at MCLs, which are generally within the
range for protection of human health. Once all the groundwater
cleanup standards specified above are attained, the residual risk
will be re-calculated. If at that point the cumulative risk
posed by remaining contaminants falls outside the 10'4 to 10‘6
incremental cancer risk range, then further remedial action will
be taken to bring the cumulative risk within the acceptable
range.
Finally, implementation of the selected remedy will not pose
unacceptable short-term risks or cross-media impacts. As
described above, measures will be taken to reduce to acceptable
levels any short-term risks associated with excavation and
treatment of contaminated soils, and the vacuum extraction and
groundwater treatment system.
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The Selected Remedy Attains ARARs

This remedy will attain all the substantive, non-procedural
portions of applicable or relevant and appropriate federal and
state requirements that apply to the UCC Site. The key
environmental laws from which ARARs for the selected remedial
action are derived, and the specific ARARs, include:
Chemical-Specific
Safe Drinking Water Act (SDWA) - Maximum Contaminant Levels
(MCLs) and non-zero Maximum Contaminant Level Goals (MCLGs)
Clean Water Act (CWA) - Federal Ambient Water Quality Criteria
(AWQC)
Clean Air Act (CAA) - National Ambient Air Quality Standards
(NAAQS) and National Emission Standards for Hazardous Air
Pollutants (NESHAPs)
Maine Water Pollution Control Law
Maine Air Pollution Control Law
Maine Ambient Air Quality Standards
Location-Specific
Executive Order 11990, Protection of Wetlands
Executive Order 11988, Floodplain Management
Maine Water Classification Program
Maine Site Location of Development Law
Maine Protection of Natural Resources Law
Maine Water Pollution Control Law
Maine Air Pollution Control Law
Action-Specific
Resource Conservation and Recovery Act (RCRA) - Land Disposal
Restrictions (LDRs)
Clean Air Act (CAA) - NESHAP Regulations
DOT Rules for Transportation of Hazardous Materials
OSHA Health and Safety Standards
OSHA Record Keeping, Reporting and Related Regulations
Maine Hazardous Waste Management Rules
Maine Protection of Natural Resources Law
Maine Water Pollution Control Law
Maine DEP Asbestos Abatement Regulations
Maine Air Pollution Control Law
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The following policies, criteria, and guidances will also be
considered (TBCs) during the implementation of the remedial
action:

To-fre-cpnffi<terg.d
Proposed MCLs and proposed MCLGs greater than zero
OSWER Directive 9355.0-28, Control of Air Emissions from
Superfund Air Strippers at Superfund Groundwater Sites
Reference Concentrations (RfCs)
Maine Department of Human Services Rule 10-144A, CMR c. 231 —
Maximum Exposure Guidelines (MEGs)
Maine Department of Human Services Policy, "Derivation of Interim
Exposure Guidelines for the Hazardous Air Pollutant Program"
A table briefly summarizing the ARARs for the selected remedy at
the Union Chemical Site is attached as Table 13 to this ROD. A
more complete narrative summary of significant ARARs and TBCs is
provided below.
Federal and State Drinking Water ARARs and TBCs
The groundwater in the aquifer underlying the Site is classified
by the State as GW-A, a drinking water source. EPA has
determined that Maximum Contaminant Levels (MCLs) promulgated
under the Safe Drinking Water Act (SDWA) are relevant and
appropriate. MCLs are enforceable standards under the SDWA which
represent the maximum level of contaminants that is acceptable
for users of public drinking water supplies. MCLs are relevant
and appropriate because the groundwater immediately off-site is
currently used as a drinking water source, and because the
groundwater underlying the Site may be used as a drinking water
source in the future.
MCLs were used in establishing cleanup levels for the Site,6
except that for those contaminants for which no MCLs were
6
As stated in the preamble to the NCP, 55 Fed. Reg. 8751,
MCLGs (Maximum Contaminant Level Goals established under SDWA)
which are set at levels above zero, may be relevant and appropriate
based on site-specific factors. MCLGs are non-enforceable goals
set at levels at which no adverse health effects may arise, with
a margin of safety. In this case, where non-zero MCLGs existed for
the contaminants of concern at the Union Chemical Site, they were
equivalent to the MCLs used.
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available, other standards and guidelines were considered in
establishing cleanup levels. The guidelines considered were:
proposed MCLs and proposed MCLGs, and the Maximum Exposure
Guidelines (MEGs) established by the State of Maine. Because
these standards do not meet the criteria for an ARAR, as
established by Section 121(d) of CERCLA and the NCP, EPA is not
required to meet these standards. They are, however, to be
considered (TBCs) for the following reasons:
1. Consideration of proposed MCLs and proposed non-zero
MCLGs is appropriate in setting cleanup levels because these
proposed standards have been developed in accordance with
EPA policy in establishing final MCLs and MCLGs.
2. For 1,1-dichloroethane and methyl ethyl ketone, it is
appropriate to consider MEGs in the development of cleanup
levels, since no MCL or other ARAR exists. Use of these
MEGs will reduce risks to levels which are within EPA's
acceptable range of 10'4 to 10*6 for carcinogenic compounds,
and which are also below a Hazard Index of one (1) for noncarcinogenic compounds for the relevant toxicity endpoints.
These MEGs are developed by the Maine Department Human
Services based on federal standards, health advisories and
environmental toxicology methods.
EPA believes that the ARARs and TBCs established as cleanup
levels will be attained by extracting and treating the
groundwater to attain these levels throughout the aquifers on the
Site. EPA anticipates that these cleanup levels will be attained
first in the overburden (till) and weathered bedrock located on
the Site and, thereafter, in the deeper bedrock, if required.
Cleanup levels in the overburden/weathered bedrock must be
attained before attempting to extract and treat groundwater fror
the deep bedrock. This will ensure that the principal source
areas of groundwater contamination on the Site (those areas near
the existing on-site facilities) will not be drawdown into the
deeper bedrock by the operation of a deep bedrock extraction well
system. This is critical since the source of residential well
water in the area of the Site is primarily from the deeper
bedrock aquifer system throughout the Site area.
Federal and State Surface Water ARARs and TBCs
The effluent standards of the Maine Water Classification Prograr,
38 MRSA Ch. 3, Art. 4-A, § 464 et sea, are applicable to the
selected remedy since the remedial action will involve direct
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discharge of treated groundwater to Quiggle Brook.
Quiggle Brook is classified as a tributary to a Class GPA water
(Crawford Pond).
Class GPA waters are suitable for use as
drinking water after disinfection, recreation, fishing and
habitat for fish and other aquatic life. Any discharge into a
tributary of a Class GPA water which, by itself or in combination
with other activities, causes water quality degradation or
impairs the characteristics and designated uses of downstream
waters is prohibited.
Maine's regulations relating to Water Quality Criteria for Toxic
Pollutants provide that: (i) levels of toxic pollutants shall not
exceed Federal Ambient Water Quality Criteria; and (ii) where
federal criteria do not exist, the Board of Environmental
Protection may adopt site-specific numerical criteria for toxic
pollutants. In this case, because drinking water is also a
designated use of Class GPA waters, MCLs are relevant and
appropriate standards that must be met in the effluent. In
addition, AWQCs for protection of human health are relevant and
appropriate where no MCL for a particular contaminant exists.
Federal AWQCs for protection of aquatic life are also applicable
to the Site, since the designated use of the stream requires
protection of aquatic life.
The selected remedy will attain these ARARs because prior to its
discharge to Quiggle Brook, contaminated groundwater will be
treated to AWQCs. Discharge of treated groundwater to Quiggle
Brook will not cause water quality degradation or impair the uses
or characteristics of Quiggle Brook or Crawford Pond.
Federal and State Air Pollution ARARs and TBCs
The regulations established pursuant to the Air Pollution and
Protection Act, 38 MRSA § 581, have been approved by EPA under
Section 110 of the Clean Air Act (CAA), and are thus enforceable
as federal requirements.
The State of Maine has established requirements for sources7
7
Quiggle Brook is also a Class B water. Class B waters are
acceptable for fishing, recreation, habitat for fish and other
aquatic life, and after treatment, use as a drinking water supply.
Discharges to Class B waters cannot degrade the water below this
classification.
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emitting air contaminants in Chapter 115, promulgated pursuant to
38 MRSA § 590. General process sources with emissions of less
than 100 pounds per day or 10 pounds per hour of any regulated
pollutant are not covered by the licensing requirements of this
Act. Because it is expected that remedial activities at the UCC
site will not exceed these amounts, these regulations are not
applicable, but are relevant and appropriate.
Chapter 115 also includes requirements for new sources, providing
that: Best Available Control Technology (BACT) must be used; the
emissions will not violate emission standards established by DEP;
the emissions either alone or in conjunction with other emissions
will not violate AAQSes&; and that limits on impairment of
visibility must be attained. In non-attainment areas, the
technology used must be the Lowest Achievable Emissions Rate
(LAER). Since the U C C site is in an area designated as a non
attainment area for ozone, LAER would be required for ozone
emissions.
The proposed remedy will meet the technology standards of the
Maine regulations. The low temperature thermal treatment system
will satisfy BACT, and an ozone destruction unit will be used to
limit ozone emissions from the UV/oxidation unit, satisfying the
LAER standard for ozone emissions. The vapor phase activated
carbon treatment is BACT for treatment of organic vapor streams
captured by the vacuum extraction system. In addition, ambient
air quality standards will be achieved by monitoring and
controlling emissions throughout the performance of the remedial
action. Primary and secondary Maine AAQS for particulate matter,
photochemical oxidants, and hydrocarbons will be attained during
remedial action through the use of controls described in Section
X.
Another relevant and appropriate requirement is the portion of
the federal National Emission Standard for Hazardous Air
Pollutants (NESHAP) for vinyl chloride which sets emission levels
for air strippers. The vapor phase carbon component of the8
8
In Chapter 110, Maine has established Maine Ambient Air
Quality Standards for particulate matter, photochemical oxidants,
and hydrocarbons. These are relevant and appropriate requirements
during soil excavation and low temperature soil aeration treatment,
vacuum extraction of contaminants from soils,
groundwater
treatment, demolition of facilities, and decontamination of
facilities.
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groundwater extraction system is sufficiently similar to air
stripping that the vinyl chloride emission standard in the NESHAP
is relevant and appropriate. The selected remedy will attain the
federal NESHAP standard for releases of vinyl chloride at the
emission point from vapor phase carbon component of the
groundwater extraction system, or additional controls must be
included on the exit stream from the carbon component.
In addition, the NESHAP standard for asbestos is applicable to
this Site, since the selected remedy calls for demolition of
facilities containing asbestos. NESHAP standards for asbestos
will be attained during remedial action by vacuuming asbestos
from the facilities before demolition, wetting the asbestos,
placing it into leakproof bags, and proper labelling and
disposal. Removal and disposal of asbestos will also apply with
applicable Maine Department of Environmental Protection Asbestos
Abatement Regulations.
The Resource Conservation and Recovery Act (RCRA) and Maine
Hazardous Waste Management Rules
The State of Maine has been authorized by EPA to administer and
enforce the RCRA program in lieu of federal authority. The
authorized state hazardous waste regulations incorporate by
reference the federal RCRA standards for hazardous waste
facilities,9 and also impose additional requirements which are
more stringent than the federal RCRA requirements.
Compliance with RCRA depends on whether the wastes are RCRA
hazardous wastes as defined under Maine's RCRA program.
Contamination at the Site is the result of spills or leaks from
the operations of the Union Chemical Company. Manifests and
other documentation indicate that the substances received by the
Union Chemical Company were listed hazardous wastes (largely
solvent wastes, defined as F001 through F005 waste in 40 CFR
261.31), or otherwise fall within Maine's definition of hazardous
wastes. Accordingly, the Maine Hazardous Waste Management Rules
are applicable to the Site.
The remedial action will be undertaken in accordance with these
applicable RCRA regulations, including general facility
standards, preparedness and contingency requirements, manifesting
9
Accordingly, citations to basic RCRA requirements in this
ROD will be to 40 CFR Part 264.
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**********************************************************************

and record keeping requirements, groundwater monitoring
requirements, closure and post closure requirements, and use and
management of containers. In addition, the remedy will comply
with additional requirements, including the facility location
requirements and the additional standards applicable to hazardous
waste storage facilities, contained in the Maine Hazardous Waste
Management Rules, Chapter 854 of the Maine Department of
Environmental Protection Rules.
Spent carbon generated during the vapor phase carbon treatment
will be regenerated or incinerated offsite in a RCRA facility in
accordance with federal and state requirements.
Hazardous and Solid Waste Arne«am»nfca to the Resource
Conservation and Recovery Act
Land Disposal Restrictions (LDRs) promulgated under the Hazardous
and Solid Waste Amendments (HSWA) to the Resource Conservation
and Recovery Act are applicable to some components of the
selected remedy. Because contaminated soil found at the Site
contains certain restricted wastes (notably F001-F005 wastes),
LDRs are ARARs for disposal of this soil. Such wastes are
prohibited from land disposal unless a waste analysis using the
Toxicity Characteristic Leaching Procedure (TCLP) indicates that
the concentrations are less than the levels specified in 40 CFR
268.41. The NCP provides that, generally, a variance from the
LDR standards will be sought for CERCLA soils and debris.
However, in this case, based on the analysis performed in
preparation of the Final Draft FS, the soil treatment method
included in the selected remedy (low temperature soil aeration
treatment) is expected to attain levels lower than the
requirements of 40 CFR 268.41, and the treated soils may be
backfilled into excavation areas at the Site.10
Residuals from the facilities, including residuals from the
sumps, tanks, and floors, will be treated, if necessary, to
attain levels specified in 40 CFR 268.41 and will be disposed of
off the Site.
The selected remedy also calls for solidification of ash from the
UCC secondary scrubber, which contains .high levels of lead and
10
If after pilot studies or implementation of the soil
treatment component of the remedy, it appears that LDR levels
cannot be attained, a treatability variance will be sought.
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low levels of dioxins and furans, and disposal in a permitted
offsite RCRA landfill. This action is expected to attain LDR
requirements.11
Floodplains and Wetlands ARARs
EPA regulations at 40 CFR Part 6, Appendix A, require EPA to
implement Executive Order 11988 (Floodplain Management) and
Executive Order 11990 (Protection of Wetlands). To comply with
Executive Order 1 1 9 8 8 f a remedial action must reduce the risk of
flood loss, and restore and preserve the natural and beneficial
values served by floodplains. Executive Order 11990 requires EPA
to minimize the destruction, loss or degradation of wetlands and
to preserve and enhance the beneficial values of wetlands. In
addition, new construction in wetlands is to be avoided unless
there is no practicable alternative, and steps must be taken to
minimize harm to wetlands.
As part of the RI/FS, a wetlands/floodplains assessment was
performed. The selected remedy will result in minimal impacts to
the wetlands and floodplain on the Site. Extraction wells and
piping must be located within the 100-year floodplain in order to
extract contaminated groundwater. Pumping at these wells will
result in some dewatering of the wetland area adjacent to Quiggle
Brook; however, it is expected that a portion of the treated
groundwater will be discharged to Quiggle Brook and the nearby
wetlands area, thus resaturating the wetland. After the
groundwater wells are shut off, the groundwater will again
discharge to the wetlands area, resulting in resaturation.
Chapter 854
prohibiting
wetlands or
be attained

of the Maine Hazardous Waste Management Rules,
the location of a hazardous waste facility on
within the 100-year floodplain, is an ARAR and will
by the selected remedy.

Other ARARs
Portions of the Maine Site Location of Development Law, 38 MRSA §*
” As stated on page 238-39 of the FS, this ash is not an F020F023 waste or an F026-F028 waste. Rather, the ash is a byproduct
of the incineration of F001-F005 wastes, and may be land disposed
if a TCLP test on an extract of the ash shows that the levels
specified for F001-F005 wastes in 40 CFR 268.41 have been attained.
These levels are expected to be attained by the selected remedy.
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481, and the regulations thereunder are relevant and appropriate
to this Site. The statute provides that a new development which
is a hazardous activity cannot have an adverse effect on the
natural environment or pose an unreasonable risk of discharge to
a significant groundwater aquifer. Portions of Chapter 375 which
set out the no adverse environmental effects standards for air
quality, natural drainage ways, runoff, erosion and sedimentation
control, groundwater quality, and buffer strips, are relevant and
appropriate and will be attained by the selected remedy. In
addition, soil excavation and facilities demolition activities
will be monitored to attain the noise abatement standards set out
in Chapter 375.
The Maine Natural Resources Protection Act provides that removal
of soils or alteration of structures adjacent to streams must not
cause unreasonable soil erosion, cause unreasonable harm to
significant wildlife habitats, unreasonably interfere with
natural water flow, lower water quality, or unreasonably cause or
increase flooding. Chapter 305 of the MDEP regulations provides
further standards for erosion control and soil excavation. These
portions of the statute and regulations will be attained by the
selected remedy. Chapter 310, the Wetland Protection Rules,
defines wetlands to exclude the types found at the UCC Site, but
contain relevant and appropriate standards which: (i) prohibit
activities that would cause a loss in the wetland area if there
is a less damaging practicable alternative, and (ii) requires
that alteration of wetlands be kept to a minimum. Relevant and
appropriate portions of Chapter 310 will be attained.
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The Selected Remedial Action is Cost-Effective

In the Agency's judgment, the selected remedy is cost effective,
i.e., the remedy affords overall effectiveness proportional to
its costs. In selecting this remedy, after identifying
alternatives that are protective of human health and the
environment and that attain ARARs, EPA evaluated the overall
effectiveness of each alternative by assessing in combination the
relevant three criteria — long term effectiveness and
permanence; reduction in toxicity, mobility, and volume through
treatment; and short-term effectiveness.
The overall effectiveness of the selected remedial alternative
was determined to be proportional to its costs. The estimated
total present worth cost of this remedial alternative is
approximately $9,724,000 to $10,654,000, (the amount in the
Proposed Plan, as modified to reflect the selection of Case B for
the quantity of soil to be treated).
The components of this present worth cost are:
$3,553,000 for SC-5, Case B (the soil component of the
remedy). All of this cost is allocated to capital
costs.
-

$5,108,000 to $6,037,000 for MM-4 (the groundwater
component of the remedy). $1,280,000 represents
capital costs, and $3,828,000 to $4,757,000 is
allocated to operation and maintenance.

-

$778,000 for F-4 (facilities decontamination and
demolition). All of this cost represents capital
costs.

-

$282,000 for OS-2 (off-site sampling for five years)

The cost of the selected remedy is proportional to the overall
effectiveness of the remedy. This cost is higher than other
alternatives, such as capping (SC-3), pump and treat technologies
for groundwater which do not incorporate vacuum extraction (MM-3
and MM-5), and facilities decontamination (F-2). However, the
less expensive technologies do not provide the same degree of
effectiveness or permanence, and are more likely to require
longer time frames to achieve the site-specific cleanup levels.
In particular, using vacuum-enhanced groundwater extraction will
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increase the certainty of attaining the groundwater cleanup
levels than would conventional pump and treat technologies, and
will more likely reduce the time for attaining these levels.
Additionally, although placing a cap over contaminated soils
would eliminate infiltration of surface water through the soil,
SC-5 is more effective than a cap because the toxicity, mobility
and volume of soil contaminants will be reduced through
treatment, thus shortening the time for cleanup of the
groundwater contaminated by leachate from contaminated soils.
Third, demolition of the facilities (in addition to
decontamination) is necessary to implement SC-5. While the cost
of in-situ soil treatment (SC-6) is only slightly higher than the
cost of SC-5, and in-situ treatment would not require the
demolition of the facilities or the excavation of contaminated
soils, SC-6 has not been shown to be as effective as SC-5 in
reaching cleanup levels in the low part-per-million range. It is
anticipated that the time to attain soil cleanup levels would be
much longer using in-situ treatment than if low temperature soil
aeration treatment is used. Finally, the costs of off-site
sampling are proportional to the level of protection afforded.
Such sampling is easily implementable and is not estimated to
represent a significant cost item.
SC-5 and MM-4 are less expensive than on-site incineration (SC7) and remedies involving reinjection of treated groundwater (MM5 and MM-6), but attain similar levels of long-term
effectiveness, permanence, and reductions in toxicity, mobility
and volume of contaminants through treatment.
Tables D-6, D-12, D-17 and D-19, which are contained within
Appendix D of the Final Draft FS, present itemized cost
breakdowns for each of the components of the remedy, stating the
major assumptions, activities and estimated unit costs. While
these costs are in the +50% to -30% accuracy required for
Feasibility Study estimates, some changes may be made as a result
of the remedial design and construction processes involved after
the ROD is signed. It is expected that these changes, in
general, will reflect modifications resulting from the
engineering design process.
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The Selected Remedy Utilizes Permanent Solutions and
Alternative Treatment or Resource Recovery Technologies to
the Maximum Extent Practicable

Once EPA identified the alternatives that attain ARARs and are
protective of human health and the environment, EPA identified
which alternative utilizes permanent solutions and alternative
treatment technologies or resource recovery technologies to the
maximum extent practicable. This determination was made by
deciding which one of the identified alternatives provides the
best balance of trade-offs among alternatives in terms of:
(1)
long-term effectiveness and permanence; (2) reduction of
toxicity, mobility or volume through treatment; (3) short-term
effectiveness; (4) implementability; and (5) cost. The
balancing test emphasized long term effectiveness and permanence
and the reduction of toxicity, mobility and volume through
treatment; and considered the preference for treatment as a
principal element, the bias against off-site land disposal of
untreated waste, and community and state acceptance.
Overall, the selected remedy provided the best balance of trade
offs among all the alternatives evaluated in the Final Draft FS.
Specifically, the management of migration component of the
selected alternative is expected to provide a long-term,
effective and permanent remedy for addressing the groundwater
contamination present at the Site. Because vacuum extraction
will remove impacted air from contaminated soils which have been
dewatered by groundwater pumping, it will provide more
effectiveness in reducing concentrations of contaminants in
previously saturated soils, thereby increasing the certainty of
attaining groundwater cleanup levels and permanence of the
remedy. The air extracted from the soil will be treated, at a
minimum, by a vapor phase carbon system; potential short-term
risks to the community and workers posed by the collection of
this contaminated air will be minimized by proper design of the
vapor phase treatment system, attainment of state and federal
emission standards, and by careful monitoring. The UV/oxidation
system will permanently reduce the toxicity and volume of
contaminants, will be effective in treating groundwater to
federal and state water quality standards, can be implemented
relatively easily, and is not excessively expensive.
The excavation and treatment of soils through low temperature
soil aeration treatment is a permanent and reliable method, will
reduce the toxicity, mobility and volume of contaminants in soils
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through treatment, and will increase the certainty of attaining
groundwater cleanup levels. Case B (i.e. excavation and
treatment of approximately 10,500 cubic yards, in-place volume
estimate, of saturated and unsaturated soils) provides extra
effectiveness by reducing leaching of soil contaminants from the
saturated zone near the interceptor trench, which will likely
result in decreased costs for the management of migration
component.
The facilities component of the remedy will permanently and
reliably reduce the risks associated with the facilities, and is
necessary for implementation of the source control component (SC5). The short-term risks will be minimized through careful
management of decontamination and demolition techniques, and,
when so minimized, are outweighed by the long-term benefits.
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The Selected Remedy Satisfies the Preference for Treatment
Which Permanently and Significantly Reduces the Toxicity,
Mobility or Volume of the Hazardous Substances as a
Principal Element

The principal elements of the selected remedy combine a
groundwater treatment system together with a method for treating
the contaminated soils which are the source of the groundwater
contamination. These elements, in turn, address the principal
threat at the Site, contamination of the groundwater. The
selected remedy satisfies the statutory preference for treatment
as a principal element by utilizing UV/oxidation to treat VOCs in
the groundwater, low temperature soil aeration treatment to
destroy VOCs in the soil, and vapor phase carbon to collect VOCs
in air extracted from the soils for eventual treatment.
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XII. DOCUMENTATION OF SIGNIFICANT CHANGES
EPA presented a proposed plan (referred to as a preferred alternative)
for remediation of the UCC Site on July 12, 1990 at a public
informational meeting in Hope, Maine. The source control portion of
the preferred alternative included soil excavation and on-site lowtemperature soil aeration treatment, the management of migration
portion of the preferred alternative included vacuum-enhanced
groundwater extraction, on-site groundwater treatment and on-site
discharge of treated groundwater into Quiggle Brook, the facilities
management portion of the preferred alternative included facilities
decontamination, demolition and off-site disposal of debris, and the
off-site soils portion of the preferred alternative included limited
action.
Four significant changes to the proposed plan were made. First, the
soil excavation and treatment option has been changed to Case B;
thereby increasing the amount of soil to be excavated and treated.
Case B was discussed in the Proposed Plan. Case B was chosen because
the additional (roughly) 2,000 cubic yards of in-place soil
represented a significant amount of contamination. Without excavation
of this source area, the success and the time required for groundwater
cleanup could be significantly affected. Furthermore, since the
additional contaminated soils included in Case B are immediately
adjacent to those included in Case A.l, and since these contaminated
soils (though saturated) are shallow, further technical
implementability problems are not expected. Finally, comments
received from the State of Maine and the public supported excavation
of this larger volume of contaminated soils.
Second, groundwater cleanup levels were changed for ten contaminants.
Groundwater cleanup levels were eliminated for five contaminants —
chromium, copper, cyanide, nickel, and 1,3-dichlorobenzene — because
they were not identified in the Baseline Risk Assessment as
contaminants of concern which may pose a risk at the Site, and because
their maximum observed concentrations did not exceed their federal
MCLs or proposed MCLs at any time during the Remedial Investigation.
The cleanup levels for two contaminants — bis(2-ethylhexyl)phthalate
and methylene chloride — were lowered, because new proposed MCLs
(PMCLs) were published on July 25, 1990 (after issuance of the
Proposed Plan), which indicated that these lower levels are necessary
to protect the human health. Groundwater cleanup levels for three
contaminants — tetrachloroethene, 1,2-dichloroethene-trans, and
xylene were increased from the State of Maine MEGs to their proposed
MCL/MCLG levels. The cleanup levels for these contaminants were
increased because EPA believes that the scientific evidence supporting
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the use of proposed MCLs and proposed MCLGs is stronger than the
evidence on which the MEGs were based. EPA has placed in the
Administrative Record a memorandum which provides further support for
the selection of the proposed MCLs and proposed MCLGs for these
contaminants.
Third, because EPA determined that the groundwater cleanup level for
xylene should be set at the proposed MCL/proposed MCLG rather than the
MEG, EPA adjusted the soil percolation model results (as referred to
in Section X.A.2 herein), and resulting soil cleanup level for xylene,
to reflect this change. Thus, the soil cleanup level for xylene is
now set at 100 ppm rather than 10 ppm. However, because the xylene
contamination in soils on the Site is co-located with the three other
contaminants for which soil cleanup levels have also been set, the
impact of this change on the volume of soils to be excavated and
treated has been determined by EPA to be minimal.
Finally, the selected remedy includes the sampling for N,Ndimethylformamide (DMF). This change was made in response to comments
by the public and the State of Maine which pointed out that, while DMF
may pose a risk at the Site and was a component of the patented
furniture stripping compounds generated at the Site, it was not
specifically sampled for during the Remedial Investigation.
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XIII. STATE ROLE
The State of Maine, Department of Environmental Protection (MDEP) has
reviewed the various remedial alternatives evaluated for the UCC Site
and has indicated that they agree with the selected remedy contained
herein. The State of Maine has also reviewed the Final Draft Remedial
Investigation, Baseline Risk Assessment and Final Draft Feasibility
Study reports to determine if the selected remedy is in compliance
with applicable or relevant and appropriate State Environmental laws
and regulations.
The State of Maine concurs with the selected remedy for the Union
Chemical Company, Inc. (UCC) Site. A copy of the declaration of
concurrence is attached as Appendix B.
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RESPONSIVENESS SUMMARY
UNION CHEMICAL CO., INC. SUPERFUND SITE
SOUTH HOPE, MAINE

DECEMBER 1990

TABLE OF CONTENTS
This community relations responsiveness summary is divided into
the following sections:
I.

OVERVIEW
This section discusses EPA's preferred alternative for
remedial action at the Union Chemical Co., Inc. (UCC)
Superfund Site (the "Site") located in South Hope, Maine.

II.

BACKGROUND
This section provides a brief discussion of the community
interests and concerns raised during the remedial planning
stages for the UCC Site.

III. COMMENTS AND EPA RESPONSES
This section categorizes and summarizes comments received
from three audiences; (A) Residents, Technical Assistance
Grant (TAG) advisors and other interested parties, (B)
Potentially Responsible Parties, and (C) the State of Maine
Department of Environmental Protection. This section also
provides detailed responses by EPA to each comment.
A.

Summary of Residents, TAG advisors and Other
Interested Party comments are further subdivided
into the following topics:
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.
6.
7.
8.

B.

Summary of Potentially Responsible Party comments
are further subdivided into the following topics:
1.
2.
3.

C.

Site History;
Remedial Investigation Process;
Remedy Selection and Implementation;
Groundwater Treatment;
Soil Treatment;
Testing;
Health and Environmental; and
Miscellaneous.

Groundwater Target Cleanup Levels;
Soil Treatment; and
Off-Site Limited Action Alternative.

Summary of comments from the State of Maine's
Department of Environmental Protection (DEP)
regarding:1
1.

Groundwater Target Cleanup Levels.
2

Readers are referred to the Union Chemical Co., Inc. NPL Site
Administrative Record in order to review the transcripts from the
four (4) Public Hearings (see Section 13.4), and those written
comments received by EPA during the 85-day public comment period
on EPA's Proposed Plan (see Section 5.3). The Administrative
Record is available for public review at the following locations:
(1) Hope Town Hall; Hope, Maine? (207) 763-4199, and (2) EPA
Region I Records Center; 90 Canal Street; Boston, MA; (617) 5735729.
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I.

OVERVIEW

Prior to the commencement of the public comment period on EPA's
preferred alternative for the UCC Site, EPA published their
Proposed Plan in local newspapers and distributed over 800 copies
of the Plan to all interested parties included on the Site
mailing list. EPA's preferred alternative -involved four main
components:
(1) on-site soil excavation and low temperature soil
aeration treatment; (2) vacuum-enhanced groundwater extraction,
on-site treatment, and discharge to Quiggle Brook; (3) facilities
decontamination and demolition, and off-site disposal of debris;
and, (4) limited action for off-site soils.
Implementation of the preferred alternative would require
removing the existing facilities at the Site in order to reach
all of the contaminated soils identified for cleanup. The
facilities would undergo decontamination (and treatment of
hazardous wastes contained within the facilities) prior to
demolition and off-site disposal.
The contaminated soils which require excavation from the Site
would be processed through a low temperature thermal treatment
unit. Once the contaminants are volatilized from the soil and
the collected exhaust gases have also been treated, the treated
soils would then be used as backfill on the Site or used to
recontour the area to promote drainage.
The contaminated groundwater existing throughout the shallow till
and weathered (shallow) bedrock aquifers under the Site would be
removed for treatment through the installation of several vacuumenhanced extraction wells. The extracted groundwater would be
treated on the Site utilizing a process referred to as
ultraviolet (UV)/oxidation which would destroy the contaminants
contained in the groundwater prior to discharge into Quiggle
Brook. Contaminated soil gases captured by the vacuum-enhanced
wells would also be treated by vapor-phased carbon, at a minimum.
The limited action to be performed on areas surrounding the UCC
Site would involve the collection of site-specific meteorological
data and the acquisition of additional off-site soil samples for
chemical analysis.
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II.

BACKGROUND

Over the past six years, since EPA has taken the lead on cleanup
activities at the UCC Site, community interest and concern has
been significant. Residents have expressed particular concern
about the timing of remedial activities, the extent of
groundwater contamination, and the potential health effects of
the contamination existing on the Site. Two citizens1 committees
have led communications with EPA regarding the Site: 1) The
Concerned Citizens of Hope (CCH), and 2) Hope's Committee for a
Clean Environment (HCCE). These organizations have demonstrated
a strong interest in all Site activities through consistent
communication with the EPA Remedial Project Manager (RPM),
attendance at several public meetings, and ongoing meetings with
community residents to frame citizen concerns to both EPA and the
Maine DEP. In addition, local government representatives and
State environmental organizations have been active participants
in the Superfund process for this Site. Hope's Committee for a
Clean Environment was awarded a Technical Assistance Grant (TAG)
in March 1990, and has begun working with independent advisors
funded by EPA's TAG program during the public comment period on
the Proposed Plan.
EPA has had an active community relations program for the Site.
On-scene interviews for the Community Relations Plan (CRP) for
the UCC Site were held in November 1987, and the CRP itself was
developed in February 1988. Since that time, EPA has issued
numerous fact sheets to update the community on the progress of
all activities at the Site. In February 1988, EPA issued a fact
sheet describing the residential well sampling program, State and
PRP involvement, groundwater monitoring results from existing,
on-site test wells, and an explanation of the Remedial
Investigation and Feasibility Study (RI/FS) process as it relates
to the UCC Site. A public meeting was also held in February 1988
to further discuss these topics and to address citizen concerns.
A second fact sheet was issued in May 1988. This fact sheet
described the RI/FS work plan prepared by the PRP contractor, and
provided a summary of results from additional sampling activities
performed by EPA on local residential wells. During this same
time period, EPA established a 24-hour, local hotline
specifically to answer the public's questions about the Site. A
third fact sheet was issued in September 1988, updating the
community on the range of completed and proposed activities at
the Site.
In January 1989, EPA issued a fact sheet explaining the initial
site characterization and the progress of the RI/FS. Over the
next year, EPA conducted a series of informal availability
sessions, public meetings, and small group meetings with
community interest groups to provide continual updates on the
progress of the RI/FS. The Agency also distributed a series of
public information updates and press releases on the status of
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Site activities. This stage of activity culminated in the
development of the four (4) volume Final Draft RI/FS report for
public review and comment.
The Proposed Plan fact sheet was distributed in July 1990 and
provided the community with a comprehensive summary of Site
activities and the results of tests conducted over the previous
two (2) years. EPA also placed the Administrative Record, the
Final Draft RI/FS report, and several copies of the Proposed Plan
in the two (2) Site information repositories in July 1990.
To obtain public input on the Final Draft RI/FS report and the
Proposed Plan, EPA originally scheduled a 30-day public comment
period which began on July 13, 1990 and was scheduled to conclude
on August 12, 1990. However, based upon several requests from
local citizens and congressional interest, EPA approved two
extensions of the original, 30-day comment period. These two
extensions provided the public with an 85-day public comment
period which ended on October 5, 1990.
EPA's community relations efforts during the 85-day public
comment period included: public meeting notices in the Camden
Herald and Courier-Gazette on July 5, 1990 to announce the
availability of the Administrative Record and invite public
comment on the Proposed Plan; an informal public meeting on July
12, 1990 to present the Proposed Plan and distribute the Proposed
Plan fact sheet; several mailers to community residents to
provide an update of Site activities and outline the Superfund
process; and four public hearings held between August 1, 1990 and
September 17, 1990 to provide citizens with the opportunity to
comment on the Proposed Plan.
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III.

COMMENTS AND EPA RESPONSES
A.

Summary of Comments from Residents, TAG Advisors and
Other Interested Parties.

This section provides a detailed summary of the comments received
by EPA during the public comment period from residents, the three
(3) TAG advisors for HCCE, and other interested parties. These
comments are organized into the following subcategories: 1) Site
History; 2) Remedial Investigation Process; 3) Remedy Selection
and Implementation; 4) Groundwater Treatment; 5) Soil Treatment;
6) Testing; 7) Health and Environmental; and 8) Miscellaneous.
A summary of the comments and EPA's response to them are provided
below.
1.

Site History

comment a:
A representative of the Concerned Citizens of Hope
requested that the following changes and/or clarifications
be made to the Proposed Plan:
- Page 4, paragraph 1: the paragraph reads that the
entire Site is closed (fenced-in) when, in fact, there
is access to the Site along the easterly border; there
is also access on the westerly side.
- Page 4, paragraph 2: the citizen requested that
this paragraph contain the following additional
historical facts: 1) from 1967 on, the stripping of
furniture, including antique furniture that was
painted with lead-based paint, was carried out on
site; 2) the sludge was disposed of on-site in three
ways, which were in barrels within the dipping room,
through a trap in the cement floor, and into an
underground storage tank.
- Page 4, paragraph 3: the Wright-Pierce report is
indicated herein as a overall, site-specific study;
the fact of the matter is that this was a leach fieldspecific study intended to simply get a handle on the
contamination at that specific location on the UCC
property.
- Page 4, paragraph 4: the paragraph contains an
incorrect conclusion in its reference to the
Wright-Pierce report. The conclusion states that the
groundwater in the till flows easterly and discharges
into Quiggle Brook. The citizen stated that the RI/FS
study revealed that the contamination is flowing
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east-southeast and southerly. She also requested that
EPA specify on pages 4 and 6 of the Proposed Plan that
the groundwater flow findings of Wright-Pierce were
the results of non-pumping conditions.
- Page 6, paragraph 1: The paragraph incorrectly
states that contamination does not go underneath the
brook. The citizen asked EPA to review the test
results of the wells on the east side of the brook,
and correct the paragraph accordingly.
- Page 7, at the top of the page: the sentence
states that the Union Chemical Company is now known as
Union Research Company, with Dr. Raymond Esposito as
its president. The citizen also stated that the
company has further changed its name to the Seneca
Research, a New York corporation, which is owned by
Dr. Esposito's daughter (with Dr. Esposito as sole
manager and licensed operator of the New York
facility).
- Page 7, paragraph 2: the paragraph discusses the
concentrations of volatile organic compounds (VOCs)
detected. The citizen stated that she does not like
EPA's use of the terms "most notably" in this
discussion and requests that this paragraph specify
all of the contamination found.
- Page 7, paragraph 3: the discussion of the
historical operation of several on-site water supply
wells requires clarification. The citizen questions
the paragraph's use of "limited extent" when
describing off-site deep bedrock and groundwater
contamination since, at this time, there is
insufficient information to state that such
contamination is in fact "limited."
- Page 7, last paragraph: The paragraph states that
the contamination found in the Johnson well has not
exceeded and currently does not exceed Federal or
State of Maine drinking water standards. The citizen
does not believe that the contamination in the well
exceeds State standards, but raised concerns because
this residence is for sale.
EPA Response:
While it is inappropriate at this time to make changes to
the Proposed Plan as requested by these individual
comments, EPA has attempted to correct and better clarify
these historically-related concerns in the ROD at Sections
I and II. Additionally, EPA agrees with this commenter
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that the Site history is very important in order to base
the cleanup on. However, EPA does not feel that any of
these changes would significantly change the preferred
remedial alternative which EPA identified in the Proposed
Plan issued in July 1990, or in the Selected Remedy as
stated in the ROD at Section X.
Furthermore, with respect to the comment regarding page 4,
paragraph 1, it is true that there is access to the Site
along the easterly border and on the westerly side of the
UCC property (which is included as a part of the Site).
However, while access to these areas is unrestricted, the
Baseline Risk Assessment considered these areas of the Site
separately from the areas of the Site enclosed within the
fence. The results of the Baseline Risk Assessment
indicate that the current risks to the contaminated soils
in these unrestricted areas falls between 5 x 10'6 to 7 x
10*8 for carcinogenic compounds, and well below a hazard
index of 1. The significant risks in these areas of the
Site is principally from the groundwater located underneath
the ground surface at present.
Finally, with respect to the comments regarding page 6,
paragraph 1 and page 7, paragraph 3, EPA still maintains
that no contamination from the UCC Site has migrated
underneath Quiggle Brook towards the east, and that
"limited" off-site bedrock contamination exists primari iy
in residential well # 20 located north from the Site. In
particular, residential wells (primarily dug wells) that
are topographically upgradient and east of the Site, and
that have shown contamination below drinking water
standards, have not been linked to the groundwater
contamination on the Site. Furthermore, the existing
groundwater sampling results from both on-site and off
site wells is extensive enough in EPA's opinion to provide
a sufficient basis from which to make such conclusions. In
addition, recent (November 13, 1990) Maine DEP test results
from selected residential wells (both dug and drilled)
located east, west and southeast of the Site did not detect
the presence of volatile organics in the drinking water
(including vinyl chloride at a detection limit of less than
1 ppb). However, EPA has stated in the ROD that the
groundwater both on- and off-site (including within
residential wells) will continue to be monitored throughout
the remedial design and remedial action.
comment bt
One individual indicated in writing that the figure located
on page 10 of EPA's handouts for the four public hearings
improperly represented the proposed volume of soil to be
excavated under the preferred source control alternative
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(SC-5? Case A.l). The commenter suggested that a revision
to this figure to reflect the proposed excavation and
treatment of 8,500 cubic yards of soil is in order.
EPA JteSPPnsej
EPA disagrees with this comment for several reasons: (1)
the actual volume of soil to be excavated is only an
approximation at the present time and may increase or
decrease once remedial design and remedial action begin;
(2) EPA has selected the Case B version of the SC-5
remedial alternative option in the ROD, in contrast to the
Case A.l version of the SC-5 remedial alternative presented
in the Proposed Plan, based upon public comments; (3) the
figure which was used at the public hearings does
accurately reflect the estimated 8,500 cubic yards of inplace soil required for excavation under Case A.l, but also
shows an additional 2,000 cubic yards which is only
representative of the Case B option only; and (4) excluding
the Case B area identified by cross-hatch lines and dots
(2,000 cubic yards), the total volume represented by all
other areas shown on this figure totals 8,500 cubic yards.
comment c:
A citizen expressed concern that EPA is only looking at the
Site as if it existed from 1978 to 1986, yet the operations
began at the UCC facility in South Hope, Maine in 1967.
EPA Response:
EPA agrees with this commenter's concern. However, much of
the historical information available regarding the UCC
facility in South Hope, Maine and the environmental
concerns posed by this facility did not materialize until
approximately 1976-1978. In fact, the State of Maine
Department of Environmental Protection (DEP) did not
discover the environmental problems at this facility until
September 1979 when groundwater and surface water
contamination was initially identified. Prior to 1976, the
Union Chemical Company conducted only limited reclaiming
and recycling of solvents on the Site. The commenter is
referred to Appendix A (Volume 2 of 4) of the Final Draft
RI/FS for a chronological fact sheet of the UCC Site
prepared by the Maine DEP.
2.

Remedial Investigation Process

comment a:
A TAG advisor for Hope's Committee for a Clean Environment,
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commented that groundwater contamination may now or in the
future spread into the deeper bedrock, which is the source
of many people's drinking water. He suggested that
contrary to the findings in the RI report, the groundwater
does have vertical movement through the bedrock and
identified three wells, one south of the Union Chemical
plant and residential wells number 9 and 20, that have
shown contamination and suggested that the contamination
may be the result of downward movement of contaminated
groundwater. In addition, this commenter suggested that,
while groundwater flow in the shallow bedrock in the
vicinity of the Site is toward the brook, there is a
larger, deeper flow to the west as part of a sub-regional
flow system. The "conceptual illustration" provided with
these comments was based on a "piezometric surface" map in
the bedrock for all of Knox County, as referenced from the
Maine Geological Survey report prepared by B. Caswell.
This TAG advisor recommended that, in order to further
define bedrock contamination, it is necessary to install
additional, deeper monitoring wells on and off the Site.
As such, the TAG advisor requested that EPA conduct
additional groundwater monitoring, placing monitoring wells
to the west and southwest of the site that are deep into
bedrock. One advisor suggested six bedrock wells be
installed in this area, at least 300 ft. deep. The advisor
stated that the wells should be constructed to allow
sampling of individual fracture zones while preventing flow
between fractures through the wellbore. This advisor also
suggested that heads in individual fractures should be
measured in these monitoring wells, in the on-site
production wells, and in some residential wells. If these
measurements do not confirm that the regional flow is to
the west, additional bedrock monitoring wells will be
needed in the indicated directions.
EPA Response:
EPA agrees that the groundwater does flow both laterally
and vertically in the bedrock beneath the UCC Site and the
surrounding areas. Both natural flow and artificial flow
induced by the effects of groundwater pumping have
contributed to the transport and distribution of
contaminants on and off the Site. Chemical and hydraulic
links have been established between the UCC Site and well
ODW and residential well # 20. Contamination found in
these two wells appears to be primarily due to the effects
of pumping these wells, which has caused contamination to
be conducted to them.
Water quality data from residential well # 9 indicates that
low concentrations (less than 2 ppb) of certain organic
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compounds are present. However, no clear hydraulic link
has been established with the UCC Site and, therefore, no
conclusive chemical link can be made at this time.
Furthermore, the concentrations of these organic compounds
have not been found to exceed their respective drinking
water standards. EPA will likely monitor this residential
well during the remedial design and remedial action due to
the presence of these organic compounds. Any deterioration
of the water quality in this well will prompt EPA (and most
likely the State DEP) to re-examine the current status and
the need for further response actions.
EPA does not dispute the possible existence of a sub
regional flow system beneath the Site. However, EPA does
disagree with the use of the reconnaissance map contained
in the Caswell report for generalized, county-wide
conditions as a basis for establishing local and sub
regional bedrock flow configurations in the vicinity of the
UCC Site. The data used to make these conclusions are
sparse (i.e. only two wells within two (2) miles of the UCC
Site, both located east of Quiggle Brook, are available in
the reference report) and probably represent bedrock well
conditions from wells of varying depths, and using variable
seasonal water level data. Based on the topography alone
in the vicinity of the Site, sub-regional flows appears
more likely to flow southwest rather than vest. It should
be noted that the Caswell report also cautions that "...
the information and maps in this report represent
•reconnaissance investigations,' and are of necessity
generalized. Accuracy is limited to the intensity of
detail shown on the scale of the maps used (1:125,000)."
Finally, during the remedial design, additional groundwater
quality and water level data will be collected (at a
minimum) at selected, existing monitoring wells and new
monitoring wells located at the compliance points for the
Site. This additional data will be used to refine (if
needed) the present understanding of the lateral and
vertical distribution of contamination and hydraulic head,
determine effective hydraulic capture zones, and monitor
progress in groundwater remediation. This additional field
work may also include (as needed) an investigation of the
vertical head and water quality variations with depth at
selected locations off the Site.
comment b:
A TAG advisor expressed concern that Canonie did not
estimate groundwater risks based on worst-case scenarios
but rather, used EPA’s guideline of ingesting two liters of
water per day.
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EPA Response:
As noted by this TAG advisor, EPA's risk assessment
approach for estimating groundwater risks is to use the
standardized exposure assumption for the drinking water
ingestion rate of 2 liters per day. This daily ingestion
rate represents the 90th percentile value based upon data
compiled for adults (see EPA/600//8-89/043; Final Report;
Exposure Factors Handbook). As stated in this reference,
the value of 2 liters per day reflects the reasonable
worst-case drinking water consumption rate for adults. In
order to provide consistency among individual site-specific
risk assessments throughout EPA, this standardized value is
utilized.
comment c;
The advisor also stated that a re-evaluation of the
exposure characterization for groundwater exposures is
recommended since it excluded dermal adsorption and
inhalation. The advisor stated that inclusion of these
exposure pathways could increase the estimated risks by at
least 1.5 to 2.0 collectively.
EPA Response;
EPA believes that the groundwater risk characterization
contained in the Baseline Risk Assessment is technically
sound and has been prepared following the appropriate
Regional and EPA Headquarters guidance documents.
Additionally, the risk estimations from groundwater at the
UCC Site, in accordance with these two guidances, includes
only ingestion and excludes the dermal and inhalation
pathways for the following reasons: (1) there is no
toxicity information (i.e. reference doses or cancer
potency factors) currently available for dermal routes of
exposure and only limited toxicity information is available
for inhalation exposures; (2) the mechanisms by which
chemicals are absorbed by the skin or evaporated into the
air and subsequently absorbed by the lungs are complicated
issues which still require considerable research at this
time; currently available theories and computer models to
estimate these mechanisms have not been accepted by EPA;
(3) all currently available drinking water standards and
health advisories established by EPA are based on ingestion
only due to such scientific uncertainties; and (4) the
dermal and inhalation exposure pathways through normal
household use (including showering) are only of short
durations and contact times.
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comment d:
A TAG advisor cited that Canonie did not use a special
diagnostic procedure or take the necessary precautions
during the RI to specifically look for vinyl chloride in
the water. Another TAG advisor stated that the near
absence of vinyl chloride at the Site is highly anomalous
and that, in many cases, the groundwater samples were
diluted so much that the detection limits for vinyl
chloride were quite high.
EPA Response:
EPA agrees with a portion of this comment that no
specialized sampling or analytical procedures (other than
EPA standard procedures) were incorporated into the
Remedial Investigation for the purpose of identifying vinyl
chloride specifically. However, EPA did not ignore the
fact that vinyl chloride could be present at the UCC Site.
Due to the existence of several of the precursor analytes
such as 1,1-dichloroethene, and cis- and trans-1,2dichloroethene (which ultimately transform into vinyl
chloride under certain biodegradation conditions), the
presence of vinyl chloride may or may not be present today.
EPA further agrees, to a point, that some groundwater
samples required dilution due the high concentrations of
several other volatile organic compounds in the same
sample. However, based upon a review of the analytical
data collected by Canonie, many of the groundwater samples
analyzed for vinyl chloride did not require any dilution.
In these instances, the detection limit achieved for vinyl
chloride was 10 ppb or less for approximately 80 percent of
these samples.
In summary, the presence or absence of vinyl chloride in
the groundwater at the Site would not have and has not
changed the groundwater remedial action selected for
implementation at the Site. In fact, due to the concerns
originally raised by EPA and the Maine DEP (prior to the
public comment period on the Proposed Plan) about the
presence or absence of vinyl chloride and the known
carcinogenicity to humans of this organic chemical, a
groundwater cleanup level for vinyl chloride was
established at its MCL of 2 ppb. This groundwater cleanup
level still exists in the ROD, and the groundwater
monitoring to be conducted during the remedial design and
remedial action will have to further investigate the
presence or absence of vinyl chloride to achieve this
requirement prior to completion of the remedial action at
the Site.
14

comment e;
A TAG advisor suggested that the target cleanup levels
listed for vinyl chloride, carbon tetrachloride, lead, and
chloroform are not health protective.
EPA Response:
Groundwater cleanup levels for vinyl chloride, carbon
tetrachloride, lead and chloroform have been set at MCLs.
MCLs are enforceable standards under the Safe Drinking
Water Act (SDWA) which represent the maximum level of
contaminants that is acceptable for users of public
drinking water supplies. MCLs are established after
opportunity for public review and comment. The Federal
Register notices establishing these MCLs note that these
levels are considered protective. In addition to using
MCLs as cleanup levels, EPA is requiring that residual risk
be recalculated after attainment of the MCLs in the
groundwater. If at that time, the cumulative residual
carcinogenic risk of all contaminants exceeds 10'*, EPA
will require further action to reduce the residual risk to
below 10'*, consistent with the NCP. Accordingly, EPA
believes that the remedy is protective of public health,
welfare and the environment.
comment f:
A TAG advisor stated that the RI prepared by Canonie did
not adequately consider the problem of volatilizing the
Site chemicals during the decontamination processes.
EPA Response;
EPA strongly disagrees with this comment. First, a
Remedial Investigation (RI) is not intended to characterize
the problems suggested by this comment since the RI does
not involve an evaluation of decontamination processes,
this is conducted in the Feasibility Study (FS). Second,
the RI did investigate the potential problems associated
with volatilization of Site chemicals through the
performance of air monitoring at the Site fence-line and
off-site during the conduct of the RI. No evidence of
volatilization of Site chemicals was found during the RI at
any of these perimeter locations on the Site, or at the
off-site location immediately across Route 17 from the
Site. These air monitoring samples were purposely
collected during the very hot summer months of 1988, at
which time the volatilization rate of these Site chemicals
should have been extremely high in comparison to the spring
or fall time periods. Finally, as raised during the public
comment period by several TAG advisors and citizens, EPA is
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concerned with the volatilization of Site chemicals, not
only during the decontamination processes but also during
the excavation and treatment of contaminated soils. As
such, the ROD states that throughout all phases of the soil
excavation, treatment, and decontamination steps (at a
minimum), every effort will be made to minimize or mitigate
any airborne releases of volatile organic and particulate
emissions from the Site in order to protect the public
health, welfare and the environment.
comment a:
A TAG advisor recommended that a steering committee of an
adequate representation of groups within the Union Chemical
site community, including people with technical expertise
outside of EPA and DEP, be appointed to oversee the
remediation process.
EPA Response:
EPA's technical assistance grant (TAG) program is
specifically designed to provide such community input and
oversight. The TAG program may be used "... to obtain
technical assistance in interpreting information with
regard to the nature of the hazard, remedial investigation
and feasibility study, record of decision, remedial design,
selection and construction of remedial action, operation
and maintenance, or a significant removal action at a
facility ..." [53 Fed. Reg. 9736, 750]. EPA and the Maine
DEP stated at one or more of the public hearings held
during the summer and fall of 1990, that they would be
willing to work with a the TAG group and other citizens
within the UCC Site community to provide meaningful public
input into the remedial design and remedial action to be
performed at the Site. Both EPA and DEP staff have
benefited from the valuable input that many of the citizens
and, more recently, the TAG advisors involved with the UCC
Site have provided over the last three years.
comment h;
A TAG advisor expressed concern that Canonie did not
include in the RI report a discussion of the chemicals that
EPA found through split sampling methods, nor did Canonie
investigate the semi-volatile chemicals that were found in
the groundwater.
EPA Response;
EPA disagrees with this comment. More specifically,
Appendix R (Volume 3 of 4) of the Final Draft RI report
contains the results for the vast majority of EPA split16

samples obtained during the conduct of the RI performed by
Canonie. Furthermore, Appendix Y of the RI report contains
the field audit reports prepared for those samples for
which EPA personnel conducted, unannounced quality
assurance/quality control investigations of the field
sampling procedures Canonie was following during the RI
sampling efforts. Based upon EPA and Maine DEP review of
these split-sample results (particularly, those obtained
during the field audits of both residential and on-site
monitoring wells), no further discussions were warranted
regarding these split-samples since these results were
essentially equivalent to those obtained by Canonie from
their own samples and laboratory analysis. Finally, the
semi-volatile chemicals identified by both EPA and Canonie
in the groundwater were assessed in the RI report (and,
more importantly, in the Baseline Risk Assessment), but
were not considered to require further evaluation since
these semi-volatile compounds were not selected to
represent contaminants of concern at the site.
comment i;
A TAG advisor recommended that the possibility of chemical
interactions which could increase toxicity should be
included in the Risk Assessment and any known interactions
should also be included in the Risk Assessment.
EPA Response:
The Agency acknowledges that there may be many chemical
interactions occurring at the UCC Site (both in the soils
and the groundwater). However, given the large number of
contaminants identified at the Site, it is extremely
difficult, if not technically impossible, to thoroughly
develop and analyze all the possible chemical interactions
and resulting chemical mixtures that are potentially being
generated at the Site. At present, there are only a
handful of toxological studies available on such chemical
interactions. These toxicological studies are
significantly limited in scope: only animals which have
been subject to acute exposures from the potential
interactions of only two chemicals at one time have been
investigated. As stated above, there are approximately 70
contaminants at this Site. Chronic exposures rather than
acute exposures were the pathways generally evaluated in
the Baseline Risk Assessment for the UCC Site, which is
consistent with the methodologies employed for other
Superfund sites. Furthermore, there are also considerable
uncertainties regarding the extrapolation of the results of
toxicological information from animal studies to humans.
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is effectively achieving the performance goals established.
comment c:
Residents and TAG advisors requested assurances that
adequate air, water and soil monitoring be conducted during
Remedial Action and provisions are incorporated to ensure
that all possible contaminants have been adequately
identified and previously undetected contaminants will not
appear in future investigations.
EPA Response:
EPA believes that the comprehensive RI adequately
identified the contaminants at the Site. One possible
contaminant, DMF, was not sampled for in the RI but
sampling will be conducted during the remedial design and
remedial action. EPA's selected remedy also includes the
following sampling and monitoring programs: (i) monitoring
of air contamination during the soil excavation, soil
treatment, groundwater extraction, and facilities
decontamination and demolition phases of the cleanup; (ii)
groundwater monitoring to measure the success of the
groundwater portion of the remedy; (iii) surface water
monitoring to ensure that water quality standards in
Quiggle Brook will be attained; (iv) monitoring of on-site
soils to ensure that soil cleanup levels and standards are
being met; and (v) monitoring of off-site soils to further
define any off-site contamination that may be related to
past operations of the UCC incinerator. EPA believes that
these monitoring programs will be adequate to evaluate site
conditions during cleanup. In addition, pursuant to
Section 121(c) of CERCLA, EPA will conduct periodic reviews
to assure that human health and the environment are being
protected by the remedial action.
comment d:
A TAG advisor stated that steamcleaning would be, in some
cases, an unnecessary cleanup step and could present a risk
to the community. The TAG advisor also asked EPA to l)
detail how the steamcleaning process would work; 2)
identify how many monitors would be placed, as well as the
chemicals that would be monitored; 3) consider that, under
certain meteorological conditions where there is a
temperature inversion or no wind, remedial action
activities should be slowed down or stopped; 4) identify
the noise levels to which the site community may be exposed
during the entire cleanup operation; 5) provide
arrangements that address emergency health problems that
may arise if an unexpected problem should occur during
cleanup; and 6) provide for temporary relocation if people
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3.

Remedy Selection and Implementation

nomment a;

A number of residents expressed concern that provisions be
made to relocate residents during cleanup actions if
conditions become detrimental to public health.
EPA Response:
EPA does not believe that the conditions expected during
the cleanup actions will present a risk to public health.
As stated in the ROD, EPA will take the necessary steps
throughout all phases of the soil excavation, soil
treatment, vacuum-enhanced groundwater extraction, and
demolition and decontamination of facilities to minimize or
mitigate the airborne release of volatile organic and
particulate emissions to protect public health. These
steps will include, but are not limited to, controlled
excavation techniques, dust suppressants, coverings, the
use of carbon adsorption or an equivalent treatment method
to comply with air toxics and particulate standards, and
frequent monitoring. These measures will provide
protection of public health during remediation, and EPA
does not believe that relocation will be required. If
conditions change so that the cleanup action poses
significant risks that are not present at this time, EPA
will evaluate and require (as necessary) additional
measures in order to ensure protection of public health and
the environment.
comment b:
Some residents inquired whether they would be supplied with
an alternate water supply during cleanup activities to give
added assurances that they will not consume contaminated
residential well water during Remedial Action.
EPA Response;
Currently, there is no evidence that drinking water wells
near the Site area are contaminated above levels which are
unsuitable for drinking. Remediation activities to be
performed at the UCC Site are designed to initially contain
and eventually cleanup the groundwater contamination that
exists. Groundwater extraction activities will be designed
to effectively prohibit new or additional deterioration of
the groundwater quality associated with the Site in
existing wells. Thus, the need for an alternative water
supply appears to be unnecessary. Water quality monitoring
on the Site, and in selected residential wells, will be
maintained to ensure that the groundwater extraction system
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are getting ill from the steamcleaning. The TAG advisor
also encouraged EPA to crush contaminated boulders and feed
them directly into the feed hopper of the soil aeration
system without prior 6team cleaning.
EPA Response:
EPA proposed steamcleaning as a means of removing volatile
organics embedded in the building materials at the site.
Through steamcleaning, EPA hopes to eliminate as much
hazardous material and dust (through the wetting action of
steamcleaning) as possible from these building materials
prior to initiating the demolition operation, and also
limit the amount of hazardous material 'that must be
disposed of in a secured landfill.
The exact procedures to be used during the steamcleaning
operations and the air monitoring equipment locations to be
employed throughout all phases of the remedial action will
be detailed in the comprehensive Work Plan that must be
prepared and approved by EPA prior to the commencement of
any remedial activities at the Site. In addition, the
steamcleaning operations must also include means of
attaining the noise abatement levels set out in Maine's
regulations promulgated under the Site Location of
Development Law. As stated above in response to comment
3.c, EPA believes that the air monitoring and mitigative
measures included in the ROD will afford adequate
protection so that relocation is not expected to be
necessary. Finally, the remedial action must include a
contingency plan and emergency procedures that will be used
in the case of a release which could threaten public health
or the environment. These plans will also be developed and
approved by Ef>A during the remedial design for
implementation during the entire remedial action.
Finally, EPA has very carefully considered the TAG advisors
comment regarding the crushing of contaminated boulders
without prior steamcleaning. EPA agrees that this step is
unnecessary since the boulders will be treated in the lowtemperature soil aeration unit following this operation,
and has made the appropriate modification in the ROD.
comment e:
A representative of the National Toxic Campaign commented
that there is no evidence that an effective stabilization
method for dioxins exists that will prevent escape into the
environment during the decontamination and demolition of
facilities.
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EPA Response;
EPA plans to stabilize the dioxin present in the secondary
scrubber ash of the incinerator through a cementation
(solidification/stabilization) process. This technology will
also effectively encapsulate the heavy metals also contained
in the ash. This method of treating heavy metals is a proven
technology, and is considered the best demonstrated and
available technology (BDAT) for these types of contaminated
materials. Furthermore, the dioxins which are also present in
the contaminated ash will be stabilized as well. Although
this method has not been demonstrated for dioxins, the
chemical properties of dioxin are similar to heavy metals (and
PCBs) for which this technology has been applied at other
Superfund sites across the country. Thus, the stabilization
process that EPA is proposing for the dioxin-containing ash is
similar to the process that the Agency would use to stabilize
materials with significant concentrations of heavy metals
alone (without dioxins present).
comment f:
A representative of the National Toxic Campaign expressed
concern that sediment samples from Quiggle Brook have revealed
lead, but that EPA has not formulated plans for remediating
the contaminated sediment in the brook and other bodies of
water. Furthermore, a TAG advisor recommended that sampling
points along Quiggle Brook be resampled at times of low,
normal, and high streamflow. The advisor recommended that if
significant contamination is detected, appropriate remedial
actions should be undertaken.
EPA Response:
EPA is not requiring any remediation within Quiggle Brook due
to the significant variability and limited extent of lead
contamination (and PAH contamination) near the Site; only one
sediment sample showed lead concentrations at 156 ppm, while
follow-up sampling at this same location has repeatedly shown
lead levels within typical background levels (i.e. 14.1, 8.4,
and 9.0 ppm, and total PAH concentrations were approximately
20 ppm. EPA (in consultation with the Department of Interior,
Fish & Wildlife Service) also feels that any remediation of
the lead and/or PAH contamination within the brook would
likely result in more harm than benefit to Quiggle Brook and
its associated wetland. Furthermore, EPA is indirectly
remediating the brook by selecting and implementing a
groundwater extraction and treatment remedy on the Site. This
remediation effort will initially contain the contaminated
groundwater from continuing to migrate into the brook and
finally pump and treat the groundwater prior to discharge back
into the brook.
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comment q:
A representative of the National Toxic Campaign asked whether
EPA has a written plan that identifies and describes the
"appropriate actions" that EPA will take if an exposure risk
should occur during excavation activities at the site.
EPA Response:
The appropriate actions that will be taken if an exposure risk
should occur during excavation activities include but are not
limited to: 1) ceasing the cleanup operation and reevaluating
the situation, 2) adding a foam dust suppressant to the
operation, or 3) applying spray materials to the loading or
unloading hoppers to suppress dust emissions. In addition,
EPA will require that a contingency plan and emergency
procedures be developed during the remedial design which will
require an identification of the steps that will be taken in
the event of a release that threatens public health.
comment h:
One commenter suggested that data collected during the
Remedial Investigation related to the packer installed in
residential well number 20 should be considered invalid
because it does not represent groundwater flow patterns that
exist naturally or patterns that will develop as the
extraction and treatment system is installed and put into
operation.
EPA Response:
EPA considers the water-quality data gathered from residential
well # 20 during the packer tests to be valid data based upon
the purpose for which these data were collected. The test was
conducted using a packer to maximize the inflows in the upper
fracture system while keeping overall pumped water volumes at
a minimum. The results show that a hydraulic connection does
exist between the well and the UCC Site, and that contaminants
reached the well, probably under the influence of pumping
within the well. Under non-pumping conditions, the well lies
upgradient of the Site and it is unlikely that contaminants
flowed in a northerly direction under these conditions.
When the on-site groundwater extraction and treatment system
is in operation, it is even less likely that contamination
will move upgradient toward this well. However, if
residential well # 2 0 (or a similar well) is put into
operation and its capture zone extends into the area of
contamination on the UCC Site, then its operation would cause
contamination to be transported from the Site contradicting
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the intent of remedial activities at the Site,
comment i:
One commenter recommended that water levels in residential
well number 20 and several other wells be monitored during the
cleanup process, and that the installation of a transducer and
continuous monitoring equipment would facilitate the
collection of data and lead to a better understanding of the
dynamics of the groundwater table prior to and during the
groundwater extraction process.

EPA Rgspgpgq.;
EPA essentially agrees with this comment. Periodic monitoring
of water levels and chemical concentrations will take place at
a number of locations in and around the UCC Site. Residential
well # 20 will likely be one of these locations, in addition
to residential well # 9. The use of continuous monitoring of
water levels (including the use of transducer) will most
likely take place throughout certain phases of the remedial
design which would involve field work. The exact locations
and time periods to be monitored will be determined more fully
during the remedial design.
comment i;
Several commenters urged EPA to develop a schedule that calls,
for the commencement of cleanup to begin as soon as possible
in 1991, so that on-site contamination does not further impact
off-site properties.
EPA Response;
Regarding the timing of the cleanup activity, EPA operates
within a time frame set forth by the CERCLA statute. After
the Record of Decision (ROD) is signed, EPA will issue a
notice to the PRPs and allow 60 days for them to respond with
a good faith offer to perform the work as it is presented in
the ROD. If there is no offer to perform the work, EPA has
several options. These options are to: 1) use the Fund to
pay for the cleanup, 2) issue a unilateral order forcing the
PRPs to perform the cleanup, or 3) negotiate with the PRPs for
another 60 days, in order to work out any details in the PRPs'
plan for cleanup. After one of these options is initiated,
the timing depends on the time necessary to hire a qualified
contractor to perform the work as outlined, and on the public
comments received on a settlement agreement reached with the
PRPs. This time frame can also be extended due to other
variables, such as an extended public comment period, which
affects the scheduling of EPA and State staff needed to review
data and help develop the ROD.
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EPA appreciates the interest of the community in expediting
the process and moving toward cleanup activity more quickly.
EPA will be working with the State and community in addressing
the comments and proposed resolutions presented in these
public hearings so that the ROD can be signed and the process
can continue.
comment k:
One commenter inquired whether or not EPA could definitively
determine where incinerator fall-out is located based on the
proposal of the Limited Action for Off-Site soils alternative.
This commenter stated that unless EPA has information on the
weather conditions at the time the UCC incinerator was
running, it will be impossible to determine where the high
impact area is located today.
EPA Response:
Definitively determining the locations of all fall-out from an
incinerator that operated some 6 to 8 years ago is extremely
difficult, if not impossible. EPA has used its best
engineering judgement in trying to locate contaminated areas
off the Site. To date, EPA has randomly collected samples in
residential yards and has used computer simulations to select
the optimal locations for sampling soils in both residential
and wooded areas surrounding the Site.
The remedy calls for the continuation of these efforts to
further identify additional, possible contaminated locations
off the Site. EPA believes that, taken together, these
methods represent a comprehensive effort to identify the
possible areas, if any, where contamination from past
operations on the Site may be located in the surrounding
community.
comment 1:
A TAG advisor suggested that Dimethylformamide (DMF) was a
predictable contaminant of the site given the composition of
the proprietary solvent manufactured and used at the site.
This advisor also recommended that the Risk Assessment be
corrected by re-analyzing peaks found on the samples analyzed
for VOCs and appropriate risk factors integrated into an
abatement and remediation plan.
EPA Response;
EPA agrees with the commenter that DMF was a predictacble
contaminant and that EPA should have analyzed for DMF during
the RI/FS. However, EPA does not agree with the
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recommendation that a re-evaluation of previous analytical
results is the best approach at this site, or that appropriate
risk factors should be integrated into this ROD using this
approach. EPA has addressed these concerns in the ROD in a
more scientific manner through the collection of additional
groundwater samples for the analysis of DMF. After the
results are available, EPA will consider the next step to be
conducted, which could include a modified risk assessment and
ROD modification to incorporate DMF into the cleanup plan.
comment m:
Two of HCCE's TAG advisors recommended that the site needs to
be sufficiently well enclosed and isolated such that
contaminated dusts (e.g. during excavation and asbestos
removal), dioxin-contaminated debris (from the dismantling of
the stack and furnace), and volatilization of high
concentrations of chemicals (e.g. from beneath the concrete
pads) not be released to the environment.
EPA Response;
EPA agrees with these commenters to the extent that additional
mitigative measures must be incorporated in the remedial
design and remedial action in order to address the concerns
raised regarding the potential releases of contaminated dust
or volatile organics into the surrounding environment. These
concerns and the types of mitigative measures which EPA is
considering are included in the ROD within Section X.B of the
ROD.
comment n;
A TAG advisor recommended that air modeling be used to
determine the maximum off-site levels expected for the
chlorinated solvents as a group and for particularly toxic
chemicals such as vinyl chloride individually using the
assumption that as much as 10-50% of volatiles in the soil
could be released during these processes.
EPA Response:
While EPA generally agrees that air modeling may be one
possible methodology used to determine the amount of volatiles
in the soil that could be released during the remediation
process, EPA has not determined that this will be the method
of choice. This is stated in the ROD as part of the selected
remedy. However, the use of the assumptions as offerred
herein will be considered further during the remedial design
and implementation (if required) of such air modeling efforts.
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comment o:
A TAG advisor recommended that in order to ensure full
disclosure of the results of investigations, the ROD should
specify that all detections of chemicals will be reported,
with estimated values provided when concentrations cannot be
reliably quantified.
EPA Response:
The ROD is an overall plan for remedial action at the Site.
Details of the activities, such as sampling protocols and
reporting requirements, are addressed when EPA reviews and
approves or disapproves a detailed workplan. The decision on
what level of data validation that is required will be
addressed during the remedial design and remedial action.
comment

p

:

A TAG advisor recommended that all 6oil samples containing 50
mg/kg of lead or more should be considered to have been
contaminated by fallout from Union Chemical. He suggested
that this include the sample from the Crabtree property as
well as numerous samples from Brian Power's home.
EEA-R-e.spo.nse:
EPA cannot agree with this recommendation. As stated in the
RI/FS, the UCC incinerator is a possible or probable source of
lead contamination in the Power's yard, since prevailing winds
would have carried incinerator and/or boiler emissions toward
this property. However, other nearby yards were not
contaminated. In addition, there are other possible sources
of lead contamination. Soil samples from other areas were
generally within the State of Maine's typical background
concentration levels for lead. EPA also notes that under
current site use conditions (as evaluated in the Baseline Risk
Assessment), the lead levels present do not appear to pose a
significant risk to human health. The commenter is referred
to Table 37 of Appendix X (Volume 3 of 4) of the Final Draft
RI report.
comment

a:

A TAG advisor suggested that the additional off-site soil
monitoring proposed by EPA is insufficient and follows an
unnecessarily leisurely schedule. The advisor recommended
that locations where UCC facility produced visible fallout,
should be sampled immediately, without waiting for the results
of any meteorological studies. The advisor suggested that
once data are available, decisions on remedies should be made
as quickly as possible, without a five-year delay.
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EPA Response;
EPA believes that its schedule for off-site soil monitoring is
appropriate in that it takes into account both the need to
collect data over 5 years' time in order to produce a sound
modelling effort of historical air emissions, and the need to
start sampling as soon as possible. The ROD provides that
sampling may begin after collection of one year of
meteorological data (or sooner, if required).
4.

Groundwater Treatment

comment a:
A TAG advisor recommended, considering the absence of other
contaminants in Quiggle Brook and the fact that the stream
flows into a drinking water supply (i.e. Crawford Pond), that
a stricter water treatment requirement for discharge into the
brook should be adopted.
EPA Response;
The remedy provides that, since Quiggle Brook is a tributary
to a drinking water source, the groundwater remedy will attai
MCLs in the effluent prior to being released into the brook.
For those contaminants for which no MCLs exist, Federal
Ambient Water Quality Criteria (AWQC) established for the
protection of public health must be attained. These
standards, which have been developed to protect users of
drinking water, are protective.
comment b;
A TAG advisor suggested EPA consider constructing a holding
basin rather than discharging water directly from the
treatment plant into Quiggle Brook. This advisor suggested
that without some sort of holding basin, untreated water would
be discharged to Quiggle Brook in the event of a treatmentplant failure.
EPA Response:
At the present time the actual groundwater treatment system
design components have not been finalized, but will be at the
completion of the remedial design. This comment will be
further evaluated during this phase of the system design and
is likely to become a component of the final system installed
at the Site. This is likely to be required so that any system
malfunction will not impact the water being discharged into
the brook, and will allow for the sampling of the treated
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water prior to eventual discharge.
comment c;
A number of commenters and a TAG advisor expressed concern
about treating contaminated groundwater and surface water and
discharging it into Quiggle Brook. The TAG advisor
recommended if discharge of treated water takes place,
continuous monitoring should be in place to assure the water
quality of the effluent meets drinking water standards.

EPA-Feppgnge:
EPA agrees that Quiggle Brook must be closely monitored as
part of the remedial action in order to assure that discharge
of contaminated groundwater does not degrade the quality of
the brook. The selected remedy calls for periodic monitoring
of Quiggle Brook itself, as well as monitoring of the effluent
to be discharged into the brook. The effluent discharge must
attain MCLs or ambient water quality criteria for protection
of human health. The frequency of the monitoring will be
established more precisely during "the remedial design and,
more importantly, will be developed to protect human health
and the environment.
comment d:
A representative of the National Toxic Campaign commented that
the proposed target cleanup levels for groundwater remediation
at the site would be considered too hazardous to be accepted
at a wastewater treatment plant.
EPA.Response;,
EPA uses guidelines developed under the Safe Drinking Water
Act to determine the maximum contaminant levels for
groundwater drinking standards. The target cleanup levels
that EPA is proposing for groundwater remediation at the Union
Chemical site are applicable or relevant and appropriate to
safe drinking water, and are the levels that must be met by
public drinking water supplies. The Superfund program does
not address wastewater treatment plants, but perhaps the
reason that the cleanup levels proposed for the Union Chemical
site would not be acceptable for wastewater treatment plants
is that they result in levels of substances that are toxic to
the bacteria in these plants.
comment e:
A citizen commented that the Proposed Plan does not provide
sufficient information to allow an expert to assess the
effectiveness of the proposed system for extraction and
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treatment of groundwater.
EPA Response;
EPA has determined the basic technologies that would be
appropriate to cleanup the Site do not require, at this time,
any additional information in order to select a remedy as
detailed in the ROD. Specifically with regards to treating
the contaminated groundwater on the Site, EPA makes the
determination in the ROD whether or not to leave the
groundwater as it is, to let it flush out naturally, or to
pump the contaminated groundwater and treat it. EPA believes
that there is presently enough information to make such a
decision, even without the exact details in-place regards the
groundwater extraction and treatment system design. These
details will be developed and approved by EPA during the
remedial design of the system. Furthermore, the ROD states
that additional field work in the form of groundwater aquifer
tests will be performed during the remedial design to assist
in designing the most effective groundwater extraction and
treatment system for the Site in order to achieve the cleanup
levels required to return the groundwater to drinking water
standards. These details are not required in the Proposed
Plan in order for EPA to select a remedy in the ROD.
comment f:
A representative of the National Toxic Campaign commented that
EPA has made up standards for the chemicals in the Hope
groundwater, since safe standards for these chemicals have not
yet been established.
EPA Response;
EPA establishes cleanup levels using the federal and state
laws that either apply to a given situation or are relevant
and appropriate to the situation. In this case, groundwater
cleanup levels were set primarily at the respective
contaminants' maximum contaminant level (MCL), which are
promulgated under the SDWA. MCLs represent the maximum
allowable concentrations of contaminants in public drinking
water supplies, and represent the levels that are met by
public water supplies that serve millions of people all over
the country. MCLs are set by EPA after a thorough scientific
review process and public comment period. For those
contaminants for which no MCL existed, cleanup levels were
established at the proposed MCLs or state guidelines for
maximum exposure.
comment a:
A representative of the National Toxic Campaign commented the
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the proposed treatment of groundwater with ozone and/or
hydrogen peroxide will have a minimal effect on dioxin, if it
is present.
EPA Response:
EPA has no reason to believe that dioxin is present in the
groundwater at the Site. The chemical properties of this
compound and the limited extent of on-site contamination
within the buildings, strongly suggests that dioxincontamination in the groundwater is highly unlikely.
Furthermore, the groundwater contamination at the UCC Site has
been very well documented to be from volatile organics
transported to the Site. The existing dioxin-containing ash
within the secondary scrubber at the Site was the product of
incomplete combustion of these volatile organics and not from
the disposal or otherwise of dioxin-contaminated materials on
the Site.
comment h:
A TAG advisor for Hope's Committee for a Clean Environment
raised concern that the area proposed for groundwater
extraction is limited and should be broader in scope. This
advisor also suggested that further expansion of the area to
be pumped may be required when the groundwater has been
monitored for DMF and glycol ethers, as requested through
other comments.
EPA Response:
Groundwater extraction areas and capture zones have not been
finalized at present. These areas or zones will be delineated
during the remedial design through the implementation of
additional field work, including (but not limited to) aquifer
tests, and will be monitored for effectiveness during the
remedial action. Appropriate adjustments will be made if
alterations of the extraction or monitoring systems are
required. Furthermore, based upon the additional analytical
data to be collected during the remedial design (specific to
the occurrence or not of DMF and glycol ethers), the potential
for expansion of the groundwater extraction area may be
required in the future.
comment i;
The project manager for The Concerned Citizens of Hope (CCH,
commented that her group does not accept the conclusions or.
page 7 of EPA's Proposed Plan, which are: 1) groundwater
flows beneath the site in an easterly direction (under norral,
static, non-pumping conditions on the site) towards Quiggle
Brook. Quiggle Brook acts as a groundwater discharge point
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for the contaminated groundwater flowing beneath the site; 2)
concentrations of several VOCs were detected predominantly in
the till and shallow bedrock monitoring wells located on the
site, most notably between the site and Quiggle Brook; 3)
historical operation of several on-site water supply wells has
drawn VOCs from the shallow bedrock into the deeper bedrock
groundwater both on and, to a limited extent, off the site;
and 4) elevated concentrations of VOCs in the groundwater are
related to the elevated VOC concentrations found in the soils
near the still building located on the site. She stated that
the conclusions are incomplete due to lack of data on
groundwater flow patterns under pumping conditions, proper
calculations of groundwater flow patterns and sound knowledge
of placement of proposed wells, the gallons per day total
groundwater to be removed, and complete data for off-site dug
well testing prior to any groundwater treatment.
The project manager for CCH further stated that, since the
conclusions on page 7 are incomplete, the remedial alternative
described on pages 17 and 18 of the Proposed Plan is also
unacceptable. She stated that this alternative, referred to
as MM-4: Vacuum-Enhanced Groundwater Extraction, On-Site
Treatment, and Discharge to Quiggle Brook, cannot be
responsibly considered until EPA has more answers.
EPA Response:
EPA disagrees that the RI/FS did not adequately characterize
groundwater contamination. EPA conducted extensive
groundwater sampling both on- and off-site, and on the Site
under both pumping and non-pumping conditions.
(See Figure 47
of the Final Draft RI for the results of the bedrock aquifer
test performed during the RI).
Past groundwater pumping practices at the UCC facility, well
ODW and in residential well # 20 did affect the transport and
distribution of contamination at the Site. However, these
wells have ceased operation and the data indicate that the
contamination is localized and moving under the influence of
natural gradients to Quiggle Brook.
During the remedial design, estimates of the area needing
groundwater remediation will be refined, and the groundwater
extraction and treatment systems will be appropriately sized.
comment i :
The project manager for The Concerned Citizens of Hope
requested that all dug wells within a half-mile radius of the
Union Chemical site be tested under pumping conditions and
that a sample be collected prior to pumping, which would be
used as a control. She asked that a minimum of six addition.
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dug wells be constructed for monitoring purposes, and stated
that she will submit a more detailed plan prior to the end of
the public comment period.
EPA Response:
Dug wells that lie downgradient or, if when pumped, are likely
to capture contaminated groundwater that may be migrating from
the Site will be examined and monitored as appropriate during
the remedial design and remedial action.
However, at present, no groundwater extraction is taking place
on the Site and, therefore, non-pumping conditions exist.
While the UCC facility was active, groundwater was extracted
and recharged on the Site. These activities greatly effected
the distribution, direction, and rates of transport of
whatever contaminants entered the subsurface. In addition,
two wells (residential well # 20 and on-site production well
ODW) are known to have actively conducted contamination away
from the UCC facility. All of these wells have ceased
operation and the remaining contamination would appear to be
moving under natural gradient conditions. Data gathered to
date indicate that the contamination is localized to a
relatively small area surrounding the Site.
comment k:
A TAG advisor stated that all end-points for the groundwater
target levels should be reduced by a factor of 10, with vinyl
chloride reduced to at least 0.1 ppb (the water quality
standard in the state of California).
EPA Response:
Refer to the response to comment 4.f. EPA believes that the
cleanup levels established in the ROD are protective and need
not be reduced further, at present. With respect to vinyl
chloride, EPA has selected the MCL as the cleanup level. The
State of Maine has expressed concern that the vinyl chloride
level should be lower than the MCL. However, based on current
knowledge, it appears that vinyl chloride is one of the more
readily extracted contaminants in the groundwater using the
selected pump and treat remedial action technology, and that
vinyl chloride will be reduced below the MCL before the
cleanup levels for the other contaminants (particularly,
tetrachloroethene) have been attained. EPA has committed to
recalculating the cumulative residual risk after the
groundwater cleanup levels have been achieved, to ensure that
the residual risk falls below the upper limit of EPA's risk
range of 10‘4.

32

comment 1:
A TAG advisor recommended that a more stringent method for
testing for the presence of monobutyl ethers, glycol ethers
and DMF be incorporated in the groundwater remediation plan.
This advisor also noted that DMF and glycol monobutyl ether
were detected at levels as high or nearly as high as those
detected for xylene and TCE in the on-site groundwater.
EPA Response:
EPA will use the best, technologically-based method to test
for the presence or absence of DMF in the groundwater both onand off-site. At present, EPA is aware of only one analytical
method that is specialized to handle DMF but the analytical
detection limits may be questionable. EPA's own contract
laboratory program (CLP) is capable of detecting DMF down to
approximately 50 ppb using specialized equipment. The
concerns raised by this commenter regarding ethers at the Site
have not been considered by EPA, based on the available
information, to be a human health concern due to the
overriding health concerns with respect to TCE, PCE, and vinyl
chloride which are known to be present at the Site.
comment m;
A TAG advisor suggested that in order to best estimate the
timetable for groundwater cleanup, the average rather than the
geometric mean of the measured organic carbon contents should
have been used. The advisor suggested that the average was
preferable because the amount of contaminant adsorbed to soil
depends on the amount of organic carbon linearly rather than
logarithmically.
EPA Response:
The geometric mean was used as the average for the organic
carbon found in soils because it is believed to be more
representative of the data set available for the Site. These
site-specific data contained one high value which was obtained
from a near surface soil sample (0.5-1.0 feet) in the true
soil zone. The other values were from samples taken at
greater depths where proportionally more of the contamination
is found at the Site. The geometric mean value is preferred
because it produces a lower (more conservative) estimate of
the residual contaminant concentrations that will be allowed
after soil remediation is completed.
comment n:
A TAG advisor recommended that a thorough evaluation of the
pump-and-treat approach to groundwater remediation be
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conducted approximately three years after the pumping begins
to tell how well it is working. The advisor suggested that
the evaluation be based on contaminant concentrations in
monitoring wells.
EPA Response:
The evaluation of the pump-and-treat system(s) will include
frequent sampling and analysis in the early stages of the
remedial action. The frequency of this monitoring may likely
decrease to some more appropriate longer-term schedule(s).
The frequency of such monitoring will be based upon the
effectiveness of the system in achieving the performance
standards established using new and existing monitoring wells
on and/or off the Site.
comment o:
A TAG advisor noted that pumping mostly from the weathered
bedrock zone would maximize the effectiveness of the system in
preventing further migration of contamination into the
underlying fractured bedrock. Additionally, because the
weathered bedrock is more permeable than the till, more water
could be extracted. Well construction and maintenance would
also be easier.
EPA Response:
EPA agrees with this comment, as reflected in the Final Draft
FS, Proposed Plan and the ROD. More specifically, the
extraction of contaminated groundwater will focus on the
plume(s) identified in the till and weathered bedrock zones
located throughout the Site. This strategy, as indicated in
this comment, is expected to maximize the containment and
eventual cleanup of the aquifers at the Site. Additional
groundwater extraction may be required, based upon the
performance of the wells in the till and weathered bedrock, in
the deeper bedrock in the future.
5.

Soil Treatment

comment a;
A TAG advisor for the Hope Committee for a Clean Environment
commented that the proposed soil treatment method is a
patented method owned by Canonie and is only effective for
removing volatile chemicals. The method only removes one-half
to two-thirds of the semi-volatile chemicals.
EPA Response:
While Canonie does have a proprietary version of the low34

temperature soil aeration treatment technology selected for
use at the Site, several other vendors are also available to
provide the soil treatment required for in the ROD.
Therefore, EPA considered low-temperature soil aeration
treatment to be the more appropriate technology.
Additionally, the semi-volatiles that are contained in the
soil at the Site have not been identified in the RI/FS as
chemicals of concern with respect to soil or groundwater
remediation at the Site. Therefore, while it is not disputed
that the low-temperature soil aeration technology is not a
method of choice for semi-volatiles alone, it is a technology
to remediate the contaminants of concern at the Site and it
will remove, overall approximately 60 percent of the semi
volatiles in the soils based on currently available
information (some of which is contained in the appendicies to
the Final Draft FS).
comment b;
A TAG advisor and other residents raised doubts about the soil
removal EPA plans to conduct. They indicated that EPA should
not limit the removal to soil above the water table, nor to
the areas the Agency has proposed. They also suggested that
the volume of soil that needs to be removed and treated should
be based on an evaluation of existing data and conditions that
are found as the cleanup progresses.
EPA Response;
EPA considered this comment in preparation of the ROD and has
adjusted the proposed remedy to reflect this concern. The
exact lateral and vertical extent of the contaminated soils to
be excavated from the Site, while approximated in the Final
Draft FS and presented to the public at several public
hearings, will probably require refinement as the remedial
design progresses. Additionally, soils will be excavated in
the saturated zone to the extent required in Case B, as
further explained in the ROD, rather than Case A.l as stated
in the Proposed Plan. Finally, the exact lateral and vertical
extent of the excavation will be confirmed throughout the
actual remedial action process to ensure that the maximum
amount of contaminated soils will undergo excavation, to the
extent that is technically practicable.
comment ct
A TAG advisor and a representative from the Camden Rockland
Water Company questioned EPA's decision not to dig up the soil
in the marsh area along Quiggle Brook to avoid disturbing the
wetlands. Since the wetlands are contaminated, they suggested
that EPA reconsider digging up the soil in the contaminated
marsh.
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EPA Response:
Under EPA's wetlands regulations, EPA must minimize the
destruction, loss or degradation of wetlands, and preserve and
enhance the beneficial values of such wetlands. In addition,
EPA must avoid new construction in wetlands unless there is no
practicable alternative. As such, EPA carefully weighed the
advantages and disadvantages of disturbing the wetlands in
order to clean up the contamination or leaving the wetlands
"as is" with the current level of contamination. In this
case, EPA decided that it would better protect the wetlands to
leave them undisturbed.
comment d:
A representative of the Camden Rockland Water Company
indicated that EPA begin the extraction of contaminated
groundwater before soil is removed to establish a normal
pumping water level. Thus, the volume of soil to be excavated
and treated can be more accurately determined.
EPA Response;
During soil excavation activities, dewatering by pumping may
be needed, particularly in the saturated soils. The extent
and sequencing of these activities will be further evaluated
during the remedial design.
comment e:
One individual recommended excavating and treating as much
soil as possible in effort to minimize cost and duration of
the groundwater extraction process.
EPA Response:
EPA used a soil-percolation model to determine how much
contaminated soil should be excavated in order to assure
attainment of the groundwater cleanup levels. EPA has
considered the public comments which support a more extensive
soil removal action at the Site, and has determined that more
extensive excavation (Case B) will result in a more rapid
cleanup that is both effective in the long-term and is costeffective.
comment f:
A TAG advisor recommended that mulch and/or possibly manure be
mixed with treated soil prior to replacing it on-site and
requested that trees be planted on-site to restore it to match
the rural surroundings within the community.
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EPA Response;
EPA has considered this comment in the ROD, and has indicated
in Section X.B that prior to placement of the treated soils
from the soil aeration process that nutrients and/or native
soils will be added in order to promote the re-establishment
(comparable to the surrounding area) of these soils for future
habitat growth.
comment g:
A TAG advisor suggested that the target cleanup levels
selected by EPA will allow enough contamination into the
aquifer to contaminate the entire till aquifer above the
acceptable levels for 31 years, even ii the aquifer were now
entirely pure. The advisor also suggested that this
calculation is based on the assumption that leachate entering
the top of the aquifer will immediately mix throughout the
aquifer's entire thickness. The true degree of mixing will be
much less than Canonie assumes, and concentrations will be
highest in a thin zone near the top of the aquifer. Thus the
leachate will cause groundwater concentrations much higher
than the FS predicts.
EPA Response;
Soils remediation in the unsaturated zone are designed to
ameliorate the risk from contact or ingestion of the
contaminated soils and, more importantly, the leaching of the
soils contaminants into the groundwater at unacceptabl
concentrations. Selection of residual soil concentrat
ns
from organic compounds, that are deemed acceptable, tc: 3 left
in soils are usually driven by groundwater considerati s.
Instantaneous mixing of the leachate throughout the saturated
thickness of the till aquifer does not occur in the field.
However, it is a convention that is assumed here as in other
Superfund sites in Region I. There are insufficient data to
do otherwise and the overall estimate of allowable residual
soils levels is considered to be conservative. The
consequence of selecting residual soils levels that are toe
high is to prolong the pump-and-treat portion of the overall
remediation. However, there is no increase in the risk to
public health or the environment.
comment h;
A TAG advisor recommended that the target cleanup levels fer
soil should be lowered. This advisor referred EPA to three
(3) Superfund Records of Decision issued in FY 1987 which he
recommended EPA adopt for calculating soil cleanup levels at
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the Union site.
EPA Response:
EPA has reviewed these FY '87 RODs and has determined that the
site-specific methology used at the UCC Site is still the most
appropriate method for establishing soil cleanup levels. This
site-specific methodology has been applied at other Superfund
sites and the results generated for the UCC Site are
consistent with the results for establishing soil cleanup
levels in other RODs developed within Region I.
comment i:
A TAG advisor stated that pumping will not flush contamination
from sails above the water table.
EPA Response;
Remediation of soils above the water table will be
accomplished by: (i) excavation and treatment of these soils,
or (ii) vacuum-extraction of soils not undergoing excavation.
comment i :
A TAG advisor suggested that rapidly leaching species, such as
DMF, methyl isobutyl ketone and methyl ethyl ketone, could
contribute excessive amounts of contamination to the
groundwater in the early phases of cleanup.
EPA Response:
While this fact is likely to be the case at the UCC Site,
these contaminants will, therefore, be the contaminants which
are remediated in the initial years by the groundwater
extraction and treatment system. The concern, which will be
investigated in the remedial design, will be whether or not
this excessive amount of contamination will create any
detrimental effects to the extraction and treatment system.
comment k:
A TAG advisor, referencing a map in the FS on soil excavation,
recommended that where uncertainty exists on the extent or
characterization of soil contamination in this mapped area,
EPA should excavate the entire area. Following this
excavation, the advisor recommended additional sampling and
excavation of contaminated soils in the walls and bottom of
the pit until no further contamination is detected.
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EPA Response;
EPA has stated that the soil excavation limits and volumes
presented in the Proposed Plan are merely estimates in order
to enable a cost estimate to be prepared in the FS. EPA has
indicated in the ROD that the exact vertical and horizontal
extent of any excavation at the Site will be made as the
remedial design and remedial action are being performed. The
final amount of soil to be excavated will not be determined
until such time that the soils within the excavated areas and
the treated soils are sufficiently tested to EPA's
satisfaction.
comment 1:
A TAG advisor suggested that the effectiveness of the vacuum
extraction system is likely to be poor because some of the
major contaminants (including DMF, isophorone, ethylene glycol
monobutyl ether and, to a lesser extent, methyl ethyl ketone
and methyl isobutyl ketone) will remain in the soil because
they are not volatile in aqueous solution and the glacial
sediments at UCC are very heterogeneous.
EPA Response:
The heterogeneity and generally low permeabilities of the
materials at the Site will tend to inhibit both vacuum
extraction and groundwater extraction, to some extent.
However, an examination of the physical properties of
enumerated compounds indicates that they will readily
partition away from the soil matrix and toward the water
phase. Thus, groundwater extraction and treatment will be the
primary mode ameliorating unacceptable concentrations of these
compounds in the groundwater.
comment m:
A TAG advisor, who suggested that vacuum extraction for
saturated soils will be ineffective, requested that
information be made available to the public if the proposed
pilot study shows the method to be ineffective.
EPA Response:
Although removal of organics through vacuum extraction may be
difficult in heterogeneous soils, EPA believes that the
combination of vacuum extraction and soil excavation
(according to Case B) presents an comprehensive approach to
removal of the source of the groundwater contamination that is
also permanent, protective and cost-effective. The results of
the completed pilot-scale studies will be made available to
the TAG group or any other member of the public, on request.
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comment n:
A TAG advisor suggested than in order to alleviate the
increase in groundwater contamination levels when the water
table rises after rainfall, EPA should increase the depth of
soil excavation so as to treat all soil that will later be
dewatered by the pump-and-treat system. This advisor also
recommended excavation of the highly contaminated zone around
the leach field, as identified in the FS as the Case "B"
option.

EPA Response;
Upon consideration, EPA agrees with this comment and believes
that Case B provides for a more effective remedy for
implementation at the Site.
6.

Tasting

comment a:
An attendee at a public hearing asked for a clarification as
to where soil samples have been tested in off-site areas.
EPA Response:
EPA randomly took off-site soil samples from May 1987 to
October 1988. Samples were taken all the way down to Crawford
Pond and all the way up to Hobbs Pond near the dam. Samples
were also taken in the yards of Mr. Johnston, Mr. Hastings,
Mr. Powers, and Mr. Jenson.
comment b:
A commenter stated that the off-site areas seem to be of
insignificance to EPA and DEP, and further commented that
EPA's proposed limited action for off-site testing is
inadequate.
EPA Response;
Based on the information known, it does not appear that there
is significant off-site soil contamination. During the r i / f s ,
EPA used both random sampling and comprehensive air modeling
simulations to try and predict areas of possible incinerator
impacts. The results of that sampling were not conclusive,
but do not appear to show a serious risk to human health and
the environment. As part of the remedy, EPA is requiring
further sampling and modeling using 5 years of site-specific
meteorological data. EPA believes that this part of the
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remedy is appropriate, given the known conditions on- and of
site.
comment c;
A citizen requested that further soil samples be taken and
that his property be among the new locations tested.
EPA Response:
EPA appreciates the request and will consider it. EPA is
aware that additional sampling is needed and is in the process
of determining how the sampling will be conducted. There are
several options: random proximity, modeling, or grid.
comment d:
A representative of the National Toxic Campaign commented that
the Proposed Plan does not tell citizens where the additional
off-site soil samples will be taken, nor does the Proposed
Plan identify the type of samples that will be taken.
EPA Response:
Sampling points will be selected as stated above in response
to comment 6.c. Samples based on modelling must await the
results of the some meteorological data. As stated in the
ROD, samples will be analyzed at a minimum for dioxins and
furans, heavy metals and semi-volatiles (particularly, PAHs).
The exact locations of these sampling points will be
determined more fully during the remedial design and remedial
action.
comment e:
Some residents requested that EPA immediately undertake
further off-site testing in locations where individuals have
reported observing "fall-out" from the incinerator and not
wait until additional data is derived through the Limited
Action alternative for off-site soils.
EPA Response:
EPA has considered these commenters concerns and has indicated
in the ROD that sampling may occur prior to the acquistion of
one-full years worth of site-specific meteorological data.
This may include random or grid sampling near the location ss1 were the one dioxin isomer was approximated during the RI
field efforts.
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ffomTnenti f ;

A representative of the National Toxic Campaign commented that
the site received wastes from hospitals and inquired if any
testing for biological contamination has been conducted.
EPA Response:
EPA has not conducted any biological testing. EPA has
reviewed the PRPs1 manifests, which identify the waste sent to
the site, and medical waste is not cited.
Most of the wastes
were solvents, which EPA has found on the site.
comment

at

The project manager for The Concerned Citizens of Hope
requested that radiological testing be conducted at the site.
EPA Response:
EPA conducted initial testing for radioactive substances when
the Agency performed its first walk-through of the site, but
no radioactive materials were found.
comment h:
A few residents requested that periodic residential well
testing be conducted for semivolatile organics,
dimethylformamide (DMF) and glycols, and a TAG advisor
requested that monitoring of all residential wells in which
any contamination has been detected in the past be sampled
again for DMF either before or immediately after the ROD
signing.
EPA Response:
EPA and the State of Maine has considered this comment in the
preparation of the ROD and have indicated that DMF will be one
of the specific chemicals to be monitored during the remedial
design and remedial action, both on the Site and off-site. In
fact, the Maine DEP is attempting to make arrangements at the
time of this writing to sample selected residential wells for
DMF analysis alone during the winter of 1991.
comment it
A TAG advisor recommended further work to re-examine the
sampling methodology and testing techniques used to determine
if vinyl chloride would have been found by the procedures
used. Another TAG advisor recommended the monitoring wells be
resampled and analyzed specifically for vinyl chloride.
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EPA Response:
EPA does not feel that it is appropriate at this time to re
examine past historical groundwater data from the Site to
determine whether or not vinyl chloride is present. EPA has
included vinyl chloride as one of the many chemicals which
have established groundwater cleanup levels and, therefore,
will be one of the many chemicals to be monitored throughout
the remedial design and remedial action to determine
completion of the remedy and protection of human health.
comment i:
A TAG advisor suggested that volatile chemicals will enter the
air during the excavation of contaminated soils and could pose
a health risk to the surrounding community. The advisor
requested EPA strongly consider this when developing the air
monitoring plan for implementation during the remedial action.
EPA Response:
EPA agrees that monitoring and control of volatile organics
during the remedial action is important. The ROD requires
that monitoring must be conducted during soil excavation and
that mitigative measures, which may include the use of partial
or full-enclosures and/or air pollution control devices, will
be taken as necessary
7.

Health and Environment

comment a:
A social worker provided a broad statement regarding the
findings of the October 1988 psycho-social survey she
conducted in Hope, Maine. She stated that most of the 38
homes that she visited showed evidence of varying degrees of
stress as a result of the concerns that have arisen in the
Union Chemical Superfund site community.
EPA Response:
EPA appreciates that living near a Superfund site can cause
stress and concerns about health and safety. In selecting
this remedy, EPA has chosen the remedy which provides, in its'
opinion, the best strategy for cleaning up the Site,
consistent with CERCLA. EPA hopes that by cleaning up the
Site that one of the accomplishments of this remedial action
will be to reduce stress related to the Site.
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pnrmnent h;

A member of Hope's Committee for a Clean Environment stated
that the community is concerned with two general problems.
They are: 1) the integrity of safe drinking water and 2) the
long-term effects of low-level exposure to the toxins.

EPA BespQnse;
EPA acknowledges these concerns. The remedy selected will
reduce the risk associated with future use of the groundwater
to acceptable levels, and will reduce and monitor the lowlevel exposures to the contaminated soils, both on-and off
site, and to the facilities, so that they fall within the
acceptable risk range.
comment c:
Many residents and TAG advisors requested that EPA guarantee
that the drinking water supply for the community of South Hope
and any other potentially impacted region will be preserved,
and that an alternate source be provided should any exposure
to these substances develop in the drinking water of the wells
in the Hope community.
EPA Response:
EPA believes that the selected remedy will restore the
groundwater under the Site to drinking water standards, and
will preserve the quality of the groundwater used for drinking
water near the Site. None of the drinking water wells tested
near the Site have shown evidence of contamination above
drinking water standards. In fact, DEP recently collected
residential well water samples on November 13, 1990 from
selected drilled and dug wells in close proximity to the site
(as was requested during the public comment period), and has
not detected any contamination in these wells (including vinyl
chloride at l e s s than 1 ppb). Accordingly, EPA believes that
it is not appropriate to provide for an alternative water
supply in the absence of a risk to public health. If such a
risk occurs, EPA will consider provision of alternative water
at that time.
comment d:
A citizen whose property is closest to the site expressed
concern for his five-year old son's health because his son
plays in the dirt on his property. The citizen requested that
EPA evaluate his son's health and also test soil on his
property.
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EPA Response;
EPA will select soil sampling locations based either on random
proximity, grids and/or air modeling simulations. EPA does
not test the health of individuals as part of the Superfund
program, but has calculated the risk based on exposure
scenarios involving the surrounding residents to the Site.
EPA has recommended to the Agency for Toxic Substances and
Disease Registry (ATSDR) that they evaluate these concerns
further since their Agency is more suited to address the
concerns raised by this commenter.
comment e:
A TAG advisor for Hope's Committee for a Clean Environment
raised concern regarding the protection of human health during
the cleanup of the site.
EPA Response?
EPA has included in the ROD several provisions for monitoring
of potential releases during the remedial action and has
outlined steps to mitigate threats to public health. The
commenter is referred to Section X.B of the ROD.
comment f:
A member of HCCE requested that EPA set cleanup levels that
would restore the environment to its original condition prior
to the contamination problems posed by the Union Chemical
site.
EPA Response:
Under CERCLA, EPA's mission is generally to protect human
health and the environment. In the National Contingency Plan
(NCP), EPA has further defined what is "protective." With
this remedy, EPA is taking appropriate steps to protect human
health and the environment. As stated in the preamble to the
NCP, EPA does not agree that cleanup should always be to
background levels. Cleaning up to background levels may not
be necessary to achieve protection of human health because the
background level for a particular contaminant may be close to
zero, as in pristine areas. See 55 Fed. Reg. 8717-18.8
8.

Miscellaneous

comment a:
A citizen commented that EPA's Proposed Plan suggests that tbrelease of certain wastes from the site would be allowable,
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citing that the plan states that discharge of treated water
would contain chemicals that meet EPA and DEP standards. This
raises a legal issue because the property deed prohibits the
discharge of waste of any nature. This citizen also addressed
EPA's alternative proposal of discharging or recharging into a
swamp area that is on her land. This, too, raises a legal
issue because her deed restricts any waste from being allowed
to seep, run, or in any way be allowed to get onto her land or
into Quiggle Brook.
EPA Response:
The commenter raises two issues. First, the groundwater which
will be discharged to Quiggle Brook will be treated to meet
federal drinking water standards and ambient water quality
criteria. As such, the discharge is drinkable and would not
fall into the definition of a hazardous waste, as that term is
used by EPA. In fact, the water quality of Quiggle Brook will
be improved by the remedy since contaminated groundwater will
be collected and not allowed to seep, untreated, into the
brook as currently occurs. Second, EPA is not a party to the
deed the commenter refers to, is not in the chain of title,
and is not technically bound by its terms. EPA's authority
under CERCLA to take certain response actions is not limited
by contracts between other parties. However, EPA appreciates
the fact that the commenter still owns nearby property, and
would be willing to meet and discuss these legal concerns in
the near future.
comment b;
The project manager for The Concerned Citizens of Hope
presented an original petition at the public hearing and
provided a copy to EPA. The project manager asked that the
Agency sign and date both to indicate their receipt of the
petitions. The content of the petition included the following
requests:
(1) That a public water supply from a source outside of
South Hope boundaries be provided to all of the homes in
South Hope.
(2) That South Hope residents who request relocation be
moved during the entire remedial action activities at the
site.
(3) That a health fund be established to cover all
expenses for toxicological testing, evaluation,
treatment, and consults. This fund should be available
to all South Hope residents when requested.4
(4)

That a mobile health unit with a toxicological team
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be established in the town to test all residents within
two-mile radius of the site who wish to be tested. The
Concerned Citizens of Hope would select one individual
expert to be part of this team.
(5) That within the next 3 months EPA retest the 46
off-site, residential wells under the same conditions and
methodology that the Agency tested the Johnson well
(Residential Well i 20), which included pumping 300 to
350 gallons of water before collecting samples, and that
dug wells have sediment testing done.
(6) That the off-site testing be expanded to acceptable
grid pattern methodology, within the next three months.
The off-site soil testing should include these locations:
the dioxin spike where many children play and Brian
Powers' yard where there is heavy lead.
EPA Response;
EPA understands that the petition, which is signed by
approximately 160 citizens, expresses serious concerns about
public health issues related to the UCC Site. However, taking
into consideration the site conditions known at this time, the
Baseline Risk Assessment, the significant monitoring and
mitigative measures required to control air emissions under
the ROD, the limitations of EPA's authority under CERCLA, an:
EPA's best engineering judgment, EPA believes that the demano.
presented in the petition are not necessary or appropriate as
part of the remedy for this Site. The State of Maine also
agrees that the site risks do not warrant such actions at this
time.
EPA's extensive testing of residential drinking water wells to
date has not clearly shown contamination from or related to
the UCC Site, except in Residential Well # 20. The contaminant
levels detected in Residential Well # 20 were below federal
drinking water standards. Based on these results, there is an
insufficient basis for providing alternative water supplies to
all nearby residents of the Site.
Second, EPA believes that relocation of nearby residents and
workers during the implementation of the remedy will not be
necessary at this time. As stated in the ROD, frequent
monitoring of air quality will be performed during remedial
action, and measures will be taken to minimize or mitigate the
release of potentially dangerous volatile organics and
particulates into the air. Section X of the ROD contains
details regarding possible mitigative measures. Such
mitigative measures have been used at several other Superf ur.d
sites to monitor and control air emissions. In EPA's
judgment, these measures will be sufficient to protect public
47

health against short-term risks posed by the remedy, and that
relocation is not warranted based on current information.
The third and fourth requests contained in the petition seek a
health fund and mobile health unit for testing residents of
South Hope. The provision of a health fund and health
services is beyond the scope of EPA*6 authority under CERCLA,
and, based on the results of the Baseline Risk Assessment,
does not appear to be required to protect human health.
However, EPA has contacted the Agency for Toxic Substances and
Disease Registry to evaluate these requests, which are more
appropriately dealt with by that agency.
With respect to the fifth request, EPA believes that off-site
groundwater contamination has been adequately characterized.
Several rounds of sampling have already been conducted in
residential wells, as described in the RI. Also, in November,
1990, the State of Maine conducted further tests on five
nearby residential wells, which showed no detectable levels of
volatile organics, including vinyl chloride at less than 1
ppb. The selected remedy does call for additional sampling
for some — but not all — nearby residential wells as a part
of evaluating the success of the groundwater component of the
remedy. Therefore, EPA believes that duplication of the
testing methods used at Residential Well # 20 is not warranted
for the 46 off-site wells referred to. If conditions change,
EPA would consider expanding the residential well monitoring
program.
With respect to the sixth request, EPA believes that the
selection of sampling points for the off-site soils must be
left until remedial design. Possible methods of selecting the
best sampling locations for off-site soils include random
proximity, grid, and modelling. EPA will use the method or
methods that in its opinion are most likely to target the
locations of possible deposition of airborne contaminants from
the UCC incinerator. Following a strict grid pattern may not
be the best approach to determine the extent and possible
sources of such airborne contamination. EPA believes that it
is appropriate to determine the approach to and schedule for
off-site soil sampling during remedial design.
comment c:
The project manager for The Concerned Citizens of Hope asked
EPA to identify whether the chromium found is hexavalent or
trivalent.
EPA Response:
EPA's standard protocol (and those employed at this Site by
Canonie) measure chromium as a total, which represents both
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hexavalent and trivalent as one measurement.
comment d;
A citizen commented that on page 6, paragraph 2 of the
Proposed Plan it is stated that there is potential off-site
contamination connected with the Union Chemical Company, she
suggested that there is no such thing as "potential." She
indicated that the Rockland Quarry, Union Town Dump and an
unlicensed storage site in East Union have been contaminated
and that wastes at these sites either originated from the
Union Chemical company. This citizen also suggested that the
Town of Hope School received boxes of food that was
contaminated with chemicals that were either picked-up from or
dropped off at the UCC site.
EPA Response:
EPA's investigation of the UCC Site was directed to
understanding what releases of hazardous substances have
occurred, and what the current and potential future threats
are to human health and the environment from the Site. These
investigations focused on the facilities, soil, surface
waters, sediments and groundwater under and surrounding the
UCC Site. It is beyond the scope of this particular RI/FS to
conduct an evaluation of the threats posed at other location?
to which hazardous substances may have been sent from the UCC
Site. If those other locations present an environmental or
human health risk, they will most likely be addressed as a
separate site. In fact, the Rockland Quarry has been placed
on the EPA list of sites to be investigated for inclusion on
the list of Superfund sites (i.e. the National Priorities List
- NPL), the State of Maine is conducting closure and
remediation activities at the Union Dump, and the East Union
barn was investigated in 1979 and 1984 by the State of Maine
and the EPA and no evidence of leakage or spillage of wastes
was reported at this location.
comment e:
A TAG advisor requested information on the number of air
monitoring devices to be installed on-site, the chemicals to
be measured, the "action levels" for work slow-down or
stoppage and the procedure for emergency notification of the
neighborhood.
EPA Response:
EPA has not specified the actual number of air monitoring
devices or the chemicals that will be monitored for during the
remedial action since these specifics will be detailed in the
remedial design that will be prepared as the next step towar
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cleaning up the Site. EPA and the Maine DEP has expressed
their willingness to work with the TAG group and the advisors
to formulate a remedial design that addresses the concerns of
a parties involved with the Site. Until this time, no further
specifics can be provided to address the requests of this
commenter.
comment f:
A TAG advisor made the following specific recommendations for
monitoring; (a) 3-5 site perimeter stations with continuous
monitoring for organic vapors or chlorine with real time data,
(b) regular collection and prompt analysis of air pollutants
using a charcoal Tenax tube, (c) particulate monitoring with
specific measurements of lead, and (d) use of portable flame
ionization detectors for on-site monitoring and occasional
monitoring of residences. Chemicals of most concern to
measure for should include; 1) xylene or toluene, 2) vinyl
chloride, 3) chloroform, and 4) dichlorethanes or ethylenes.
EPA Response;
As stated above, the specific details of a monitoring plan are
beyond the scope of the ROD, but will be addressed in the
detailed remedial design and remedial action workplans. EPA
appreciates the recommendations of the commenter and will take
them into account in reviewing and approving or disapproving
such workplans. EPA is also committed to working with the t ag
group throughout the remedial design and remedial action to
identify and address concerns such as this.
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B.

SUMMARY OF COMMENTS FROM THE POTENTIALLY RESPONSIBLE
PARTIES

This section provides a detailed summary of the PRP comments
received by EPA during the public comment period. These comments
are organized in the following categories: 1) Groundwater Target
Cleanup Levels; 2) Soil Treatment; and 3) Off-Site limited action
alternative.
A summary of the comments and EPA's responses to them is provided
below.
1.

Groundwater Target Cleanup Levels

comment a:
The Union Chemical Site Trustees believe that the standards
for groundwater target cleanup levels that should apply at the
Site include, at a minimum, the federal MCLs and that the MCLs
should be selected in all cases where conflict exists between
MCLs and State of Maine MEGs.
EPA Response:
EPA has amended certain cleanup levels in the ROD as follows.
For those chemicals for which MCLs have been promulgated, MCI
were used as the target cleanup levels. If no MCL (or non
zero MCLG) existed for a given contaminant, EPA used proposed
MCLs, proposed non-zero MCLGs, or the State of Maine MEGs in
selecting target cleanup levels.
comment b:
The Trustees have noted that the process for establishing
Maine MEGs does not appear to be related to a critical
scientific review procedure and does not include a forum in
which the public can provide the state with input into the
selection process.
EPA Response:
Most of the groundwater cleanup levels in the ROd are based on
MCLs, proposed MCLs, or proposed non-zero MCLGs. Only two
cleanup levels — for 1,1-dichloroethane and methyl ethyl
ketone — were set using only the MEG. Because EPA has
determined that Maine MEGs are not ARARs, EPA's use of MEGs in
helping to establish cleanup levels is discretionary. In
order to be used on a discretionary basis as a standard "tobe-considered" (TBC), MEGs need not be promulgated following
public comment procedures. The justification for the use of
MEGs in setting levels for the two contaminants mentioned
above is presented in Section XI.B of the ROD.
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comment: c»

The Trustees have noted that EPA has deviated from its policy
stated in the Proposed Plan that Maine MEGs "are to be
considered in establishing the groundwater target cleanup
levels for those contaminants for which no MCL exists."

EPA Response;
EPA considered this comment in preparing the ROD. The ROD is
now consistent with the statement in the Proposed Plan.
comment d:
The Trustees suggested that proposed target cleanup levels
should address only those constituents which are present in
the groundwater at levels which exceed health-based standards
and which form the basis for remedial action. As such, the
Trustees urge EPA to delete cyanide, lead and nickel from the
target cleanup list for groundwater because these constituents
have been detected only on rare occasions at levels which do
not exceed the concentrations set forth in the Proposed Plan.
EPA Response:
In response to this comment, EPA has eliminated nickel and
cyanide cleanup levels (and also cleanup levels for chromium
and copper), because these contaminants were not identified as
contaminants of concern and their maximum observed
concentrations did not exceed the MCLs for those contaminants.
However, since lead was identified as a contaminant of concern
during the Baseline Risk Assessment, a cleanup level was
established for lead. It is expected that minimal sampling
for lead will be required as part of the remedy, unless
sampling results show that lead levels are exceeding MCLs.
2.

Boil Treatment

comment a:
The Trustees believe that Alternative SC-6, In-Situ Soil
Aeration, is an equally acceptable soil treatment remedy and
that the Record of Decision should be written in a manner to
permit the use of either this technology or the technology
contained in the Proposed Plan regarding low-temperature soil
aeration based upon the results from further field testing to
be undertaken during the -remedial design.
EPA Response:
EPA has selected SC-5 (excavation of soils and lowtemperature soil aeration treatment) over SC-6 (in-situ soil
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treatment) for several reasons, as 6tated in Section IX.A of
the ROD. First, and most important, EPA believes that
attainment of the soil cleanup levels in the low part-permillion range is more likely to be achieved using SC-5 than
SC-6. Thus, the residual risk to groundwater as a result of
contaminants remaining in the source area is greater with sc6. In their comments, the Trustees have not provided any
further convincing evidence that in-situ soil aeration can
achieve the low cleanup levels established. An analysis of
the FS prepared by Groundwater Technology, Inc. for the
Trustees (dated May 8, 1990) does not provide any data to
support the assertion that low part-per-million levels can be
achieved using in-situ treatment. Second, it is difficult to
verify attainment of cleanup levels throughout soils which
have be treated in situ without excavating the soils. If the
soils are to be excavated to confirm attainment of cleanup
levels, much of the advantage of in-situ treatment is lost.
Also, even if soil is excavated to confirm the results of
treatment, pockets of chemical residues could remain in
unsampled areas. Third, the time frame for achieving the
cleanup levels is significantly longer with SC-6 than SC-5.
WHile the Trustees state in their comments that the time for
completion could be reduced to less than 5 years, this is not
certain, especially when cleanup levels are set in the low
part-per-million range. Finally, use of SC-5 allows for
treatment of contaminated concrete pads at the Site. For
these reasons, EPA has elected not to write the ROD to permit
use of SC-6 as an alternative to SC-5.
3.

Off-Site Limited Action Alternative

comment a:
The Trustees request that EPA reconsider the selection of OS2 (Limited Action) for off-site soils and believe that the
RI/FS included off-site soil sampling sufficient to
characterize the nature and extent of chemical impacts to
areas beyond the property boundary of the Site. The Trustees
argue that the selection of OS-2 is inconsistent with the NCP,
since OS-2 will not remediate any aspect of the Site and
cannot produce data which will reasonably lead to a further
delineation of suspected areas of impact.
EPA Response:
EPA considered the Trustees' arguments against OS-2 in
developing the ROD, but has decided to retain OS-2 as part of
the selected remedy. EPA views OS-2 as an important part of
the remedy. Given the facts that: (1) in the past, the Maine
DEP took enforcement actions against UCC for exceeding lead
levels in the feed stream to the incinerator; (2) the
incinerator was used to burn hazardous substances; (3) PAHs
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and dioxins are byproducts of the combustion process; and (4)
dioxins were found in the secondary scrubber component of the
incinerator, it is reasonable to require a full investigation
of possible off-site impacts of emissions from the UCC
incinerator.
EPA acknowledges that it is difficult to follow a plume of
airborne contamination that may have existed six to eight
years ago. EPA has used meterological data from the Augusta,
Maine region for modelling the locations of possible
deposition of airborne contaminants, in addition to random
sampling. These results were inconclusive, showing some low
levels of lead and PAHs in predicted areas of impact
(including Mr. Powers' yard), and also the possible presence
of one dioxin isomer in one soil sample taken at a woodland
area north of the Site and in the projected area of impact.
Based on these data, it is difficult to determine the exact
source of the detected contamination, although it would not be
unreasonable to conclude that the source was the UCC site
given our knowledge of site history and prevailing winds, 0S2 is an attempt to resolve some of these uncertainties by
providing an air model using site-specific meterological data
which will better predict the areas of possible contamination
deposition, by sampling those areas, and by sampling at other
points randomly selected. It is expected that these data will
provide further information concerning both the possible
source of contamination in off-site soils and also the
potential threat to human health or the environment that may
be posed. EPA believes that further characterization of off
site contamination is consistent with CERCLA and the NCP. 0S2 is an appropriate step to achieve EPA's objective of further
evaluating, and if necessary, minimizing or mitigating risks
to human health and the environment from soil impacts related
to emission from the UCC incinerator. In addition, there is
significant public interest and concern on the part of Maine
DEP which was taken into account, in accordance with the NCP,
in selecting OS-2.
comment b?
The Trustees believe that since no positive values were
reported in any soil samples collected and analyzed in
accordance with EPA Region I protocols, the data clearly
indicate that dioxins and furans are not present in the soils
surrounding the Site.
EPA Response:
EPA believes that the data, while not clearly indicating the
presence or absence of dioxins at off-site location SS-1,
indicate that further evaluation and sampling is warranted.
The State of Maine also believes that the presence of dioxins
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in the incinerator warrants further off-site sampling,
comment c:
The Trustees argue that there is no way to determine if any
lead found in off-site soils is related to the site. Analysis
of the distribution of lead in the area surrounding Brian
Powers' yard indicates that the higher levels of lead are
restricted to Mr. Powers' property, which is inconsistent with
any scientifically based analysis of emission distribution.
The Trustees also argue that the chemical analysis of soils
for PAHs cannot determine the source of PAHs in the
environment. There are many other factors that are attributed
to the detection of elevated levels of PAHs in soils.
The Trustees stated that while the implementation of
Alternative OS-2, as suggested by EPA's Proposed Plan, will
provide a higher level of accuracy for the modeling of
emissions from the former incinerator, implementation of
Alternative OS-2 will not resolve the discrepancies in the
distribution of PAHs currently observed, will not identify the
source of PAHs, and cannot provide the needed information to
prove or disprove whether or not the UCC incinerator emitted
the PAHs observed in the past or those yet to be detected
during future sampling studies.
EPA Response:
EPA acknowledges that pinpointing the source of lead and PAh
contamination may be difficult, because of the presence of
possible sources other than the UCC site. A pattern of lead
and PAH deposition within the exact areas of predicted
deposition, based on a model using site specific meterological
information, would tend to indicate that the UCC site was a
source, if not the source, of such contamination. A pattern
of PAHs only along Route 17 might tend to show that the
contamination was related to automobile emissions. However,
until further data on lead and PAHs in off-site soils is
collected, it is not yet clear what conclusions can be
definitively drawn.
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C.

SUMMARY OF COMMENTS FROM THE STATE OF MAINE

This section highlights the major concerns on the proposed remedy
for the Union Chemical Superfund site received by EPA during the
public comment period from the Maine Department of Environmental
Protection (MDEP).
1.

Groundwater Target Cleanup Levels

comment a:
The State of Maine stated in their statement for the record
'that they will retain their rights to pursue separate
litigation under state authority should the state determine
that the Groundwater cleanup levels as presented by EPA in the
Proposed Plan are not adequate to protect the public health
and the environment.
EPA Response:
EPA understands that the State takes the position that it can
pursue separate litigation relating to contamination at the
UCC Site. EPA believes that the comprehensive groundwater
remedy as stated in the ROD is protective of human health and
the environment, and has committed to reevaluating and
recalculating the residual risk from exposure to groundwater
upon attainment of groundwater target cleanup levels.
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STATE OF MAINE

Department of Environmental Protection
MAIN OFFICE: RAY BUILDING, HOSPITAL STREET, AUGUSTA
MAIL ADDRESS: State House Station 17. Augusta. 04333
207*289-7$88
JOHN R. McKERNAN. JR.

OEAN C. MARRIOTT

GOVERNOR

COMMISSIONER

December 19, 1990
Julie Belaga
U.S. EPA, Region I
J.F. Kennedy Federal Building
Boston MA 02203-2211
Re:
Dear

Union Chemical Company, Inc. Superfund Site in Hope,
ga

e Department of Environmental Protection
(MEDEP) has reviewed the December 13, 1990 Draft Record of
Decision (ROD) with regard to the Remedial Action selected
for the Union Chemical Company Superfund Site in Hope,
Maine.
Based on that review the MEDEP concurs with the
selected remedial action. This action consists of a
comprehensive multi-component approach for the overall
remediation of site facilities, soils, and groundwater and
further off-site assessment as outlined in the following:
I.

Facilities
A.
Decontamination, demolition and off-site disposal
at a municipal landfill of non-hazardous
construction debris.
B.
Off-site disposal of hazardous demolition debris
at an off-site RCRA facility.
c.
Crushing and treatment of concrete in accordance
with the treatment of soils as summarized in II
below.
D.
Monitoring of ambient air quality.

II.

Soil
A.
Pilot treatability studies.
B.
Excavation and treatment of soils using a thermal
desorption treatment process.
C.
Collection and treatment of off-gases using vapor
phase carbon or other appropriate technologies.
D.
Replacing treated soils to the site.
E.
Monitoring of ambient air quality.I
.

III. Groundwater

regional offices

• Portland •

• Bangor •

• Presque «, e •

p a g e

A.
B.

C.

D.
£.
F.
IV.
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Modeling of the fate and transport of contaminants
in the subsurface and pilot treatability studies.
Design and construction of a vacuum enhanced
groundwater extraction system to capture and
extract the contaminated groundwater plume and
vadose zone contaminants.
Treatment of the extracted groundwater using an
ultraviolet light and oxidation system, along with
post and pre-treatment systems as required to meet
discharge standards.
Treatment of volatilized contaminants from the
vadose zone with vapor phase carbon or other
appropriate technology.
Discharge of treated water that meets state and
federal water quality standards to Quiggle Brook.
Monitoring of groundwater quality on and off-site.

Off-site characterization
A.
Collection of a minimum of five (5) years of
meteorological data on-site.
B.
Modeling of historical off-site emission impacts
from the site's incinerator and boilers after one
(1) and five (5) years using site meteorological
data.
C.
Sampling new off-site locations as warranted.
D.
Reassessing the need for off-site remedial action
at the completion of sampling.

This concurrence is based upon the State's under
standing that:
A.

The MEDEP will participate in the negotiations with the
responsible parties and in the review and approval of
operational designs and monitoring plans for the site
clean-up to the extent provided for in CERCLA.

B.

In the event that the agencies are unsuccessful in
reaching a signed agreement with the responsible
parties to undertake the selected remedial actions, the
MEDEP will agree to expend State Funds for ten (10)
percent of the EPA's remedial costs for the site.
Based upon the Draft ROD, the MEDEP's share of the
estimated costs will be approximately one and a half
million dollars ($1,500,000). Those funds can be
allocated by the MEDEP from the Uncontrolled Hazardous
Substances Sites Bond Account.

C.

At the completion of the remedy, any residual risk at
the site will fall within the risk range specified
under the Federal National Contingency Plan (NCP). The
Maine DEP remains concerned that the groundwater clean
up standard for vinyl chloride is not consistent with
the risk range specified in the NCP. In particular, if
vinyl chloride is reduced no lower than the 2.0 ppb

p a g e
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groundwater cleanup level specified in this draft ROD,
the residual risk from this compound alone will exceed
the worst case 10“4 cut off specified in the NCP.
Further, if the MEDEP is concerned with the 10,000 ppb
clean-up standard established for xylene. The MEDEP
finds the specified groundwater clean-up goals for
these two compounds alone, may not provide sufficient
protection of public health. However, the State
anticipates that in reducing the most resistant
compounds at the site to their respective groundwater
clean-up goals, vinyl chloride and xylene will be
concurrently reduced to protective levels well below
the clean-up goals stated in the ROD. Therefore our
concurrence is based upon the statement in the draft
ROD of December 13, 1990 that the decision as to
completion of the remedy for the groundwater will be
based on the total residual groundwater risk from the
site and the understanding that further remedial action
will be required by EPA if the total site risk exceeds
the 10~4 cutoff specified in the NCP.
D.

The MEDEP may require further remedial action to
achieve concentrations consistent with the State of
Maine's Maximum Exposure Guidelines through its own
actions.

E.

The site conditions shall be reviewed within five (5)
years from the conclusion of the remedial action to
ensure that public health and the environment are not
significantly impacted by the residual contaminants.
Of particular concern to the MEDEP is the potential for
increased concentrations of vinyl chloride due to
anaerobic degradation of residual chlorinated compounds
in groundwater.

The MEDEP looks forward to working with the EPA to
resolve the environmental problems posed by this site. If
you need additional information, do not hesitate to contact
myself or members of my staff.
R inrorelv_

Dean C. Marriott
Commissioner
CC:

Al Prysunka, Director BOHMC
Scott Whittier, Director, DL&E
Elizabeth Coughlin, Director, DSIR
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One Kendall Square, Suite 2200 • Cam bridge, Massachusetts 02139 • (617) 377-9915

Introduction
This document is the Index to the Administrative Record for the Union Chemical Co., Inc.
National Priorities list (NPL) site (the "Site").
The Administrative Record is required by the Comprehensive Environmental Response,
Compensation, and Liability Act (CERCLA), as amended by the Supeifund Amendments and
Reauthorization Act (SARA) at Section 113(k).
The Administrative Record is established to service two primary purposes. First, the basis
for the remedial response selection is set forth in the record, andjudicial review of any issue
concerning the adequacy of aresponse selection is limited to the record. Second, the Administrative
Record acts as a vehicle for public participation in the selection of the remedial response action.
The Administrative Record is available for public review andcomment at EPA Region I
Records Center, 90 Canal Street, Boston, Massachusetts, and at the Township of Hope Town Hall,
Hope, Maine.
Section I of the Index cites the site-specific documents, which are included in the
Administrative Record volumes. Section II cites the guidance documents used by EPA staff in
selecting a remedial response action at the Site; these documents are not be included in the
Administrative Record volumes located at theTownship of Hope Town Hall but are available for
review at EPA Region I Records Center.
Questions concerning the Administrative Record should be addressed to the EPA Region I
site manager at (617) 573-5780 or through the Union Chemical Co., Inc. site "Hot Line" at (207)
785-3000.

Section I
Site-Specific Documents

ADM INISTRATIVE RECORD INDEX
for the
Union Chemical Co., Inc. NPL Site
1.0 Pre-Remedial
1.2 Preliminary Assessment
1.
1.3

"Potential Hazardous Waste Site Identification and Preliminary Assessment"
Form, EPA Region I (December 4,1979).

Site Inspection
1.
2.

"Potential Hazardous Waste Site - Site Inspection Report" Form, EPA Region I
(November 29,1979).
"Potential Hazardous Waste Site - Site Inspection Report" Form, EPA Region I
(September 20,1984).

1.6 Hazard Ranking System (HRS)
1.
2.
3.
4.

5.
6.
1.7

HRS Worksheets and Documentation, EPA Region I (January 24,1985).
Letter from Linda J. Duncan, The MITRE Corporation to Susan Svirsky, EPA
Region I (April 22,1988) with die attached September 11,1984 (revised
October 8,1986) HRS worksheets and documentation.
"Fact Sheet - Union Chemical Co., Inc. Superfund Site Added to National
Priorities List," EPA Region I (September 1989).
"National Priorities List for Uncontrolled Hazardous Waste Sites - Final Rule
Covering Sites Subject to the Subtitle C Corrective Action Authorities of the
Resource Conservation and Recovery Act," Federal Register Vol. 54, No. 191
(October 4,1989). Concerning the placement of the site on the National
Priorities List
"National Priorities List Site," EPA Region L Concerning the removal action
completed on October 8,1984.
"National Priorities List Site," EPA Region I. Concerning NPL status of the site
from April 1985through August 1989.

Correspondence Related to Proposal of a Site to the NPL
The fo llo w in g dockets m ay be review ed, by appointm ent o n ly, a t E P A R eg ion
B o ston , M assachusetts .1

1.
2.

3.

/,

National Oil and Hazardous Substances Contingency Plan; The National
Priorities list Revisions, Amendment Proposed Rule Public Docket Update 3. 50FR 14115 - April 10,1985.
National Priorities List for Uncontrolled Hazardous Waste Sites - Sites Subject
to the Subtitle C Corrective Action Authorities of the Resource Conservation and
Recovery Act (RCRA). Proposed Rule Public Docket - 53 FR 23977 June 24,1988.
National Oil and Hazardous Substances Contingency Plan. The National
Priorities List for Uncontrolled Hazardous Waste Sites. Final Rule Public
Docket - Update 7.54 FR 48184 - November 21,1989.

Page 2

2.0

Removal Response
2.1

Correspondence

1.

Letter from Raymond G. Esposito, Union Chemical Co., Inc. to George
Powell, State of Maine Department of Environmental Protection
(November 23,1976). Concerning the processing of waste water.
2. Letter from Joseph N. DeCola, EPA Region I to Donald M. Bisset, State of
Maine Department of Public Safety (December 7,1979). Concerning potential
fire hazard at the site.
3. Letter from Raymond G. Esposito, Union Chemical Co., Inc. to Richard C.
Boynton, EPA Region I (December 4,1981). Concerning information on the
boiler.
4. "Union Chemical Company Drum Reduction Plan," Union Chemical Co., Inc.
(May 14,1984).
5. Letter from Henry E. Warren, State of Maine Department of Environmental
Protection to Clifford H. Goodall, Dyer, Goodall and Zeegers (Attorney for
Union Chemical Co., Inc.) (May 23,1984). Concerning drum reduction plan
and log of waste quantities.
6. Letter from Clifford H. Goodall, Dyer, Goodall and Zeegers (Attorney for
Union Chemical Co., Inc.) to Henry E. Warren, State of Maine Department of
Environmental Protection (May 25,1984). Concerning response to
May 24,1984 letter from Henry E. Warren, State of Maine Department of
Environmental Protection.
7. Letter from Henry E. Warren, State of Maine Department of Environmental
Protection to Michael R. Deland, EPA Region I (August 2,1984). Concerning
confirmation of working relationship between EPA and the State.
8. Letter from David E. Boulter, State of Maine Department of Environmental
Protection to Merrill S. Hohman, EPA Region I (August 20,1984). Concerning
clarification that the State of Maine Department of Environmental Protection is
not a generator of the hazardous waste at the site, and will not assume
responsibility as a generator.
9. Memorandum from Hank Aho, State of Maine Department of Environmental
Protection to File (October 6,1984). Concerning comments on cleanup.
10. Letter from Henry E. Warren, State of Maine Department of Environmental
Protection to Michael R. Deland, EPA Region I (October 24,1984).
Concerning compliments to EPA for its efforts in cleaning up the site.
11. Letter from Cynthia S. Bertocci for Henry D. Aho, State of Maine Department of
Environmental Protection to Raymond G. Esposito, Union Chemical Co., Inc.
(May 30,1985). Concerning erection of a fence.
12. Letter from Henry E Warren, State of Maine Department of Environmental
Protection to Clifford R Goodall, Dyer, Goodall & Zeegers (Attorney for
Union Chemical Co., Inc.). Concerning drum reduction plan and log of waste
quantities.
2.3

Sampling andAnalysis Data
1.
2.
3.

Sample Locations, State of Maine Department of Environmental Protection
(May 7,1979) with the attached maps and analytical data.
Memorandum from Richard Siscanaw, EPA Region I to Edward L. Taylor, EPA
Region I (February 8,1980). Concerning the attached samples from Quiggle
Brook.
Letter from Raymond G. Esposito, Union Chemical Co., Inc. to Scott L. Mason
State of Maine Department of Environmental Protection (August 18,1981).
Concerning the attached preliminary baseline data for die air quality monitoring
program.
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2.3

Sampling and Analysis Data (corn'd.)
4.

Letter from Raymond G. Esposito, Union Chemical Co., Inc. to David A. Dumas,
State of Maine Department of Environmental Protection (February 12,1982).
Concerning attached test results on still room exhaust, boiler stack, and
incinerator.
5. "Union Chemical Trial Bum - Sampling and Analysis - Final Report," GCA
Corporation (February 1984).
6. Memorandumfrom David A. Dumas, Stateof Maine Department of Environmental
Protection to John Chandler, State of Maine Department of Environmental
Protection (March 15,1984). Concerning trial test bum, heavy metal analysis of
feed stock, and particulate emissions.
7. Memorandum from Frank W. Lilley, EPA Region I to Paul Groulx, EPA
Region I (December 24,1984). Concerning the attached "Air Toxics Study," EPA
Region L
8. Letter from JamesJ. Lysen, State of Maine Department of Environmental
Protection to Bob Shatten.EPA Region I (January 11,1985). Concerning results
on water samples from wells, dikes, trenches, and Quiggle Brook.
9. "Draft - Air Monitoring," Roy F. Weston, Inc. (February 7,1985).
10. Tank Sampling and Analysis Data, EPA Region I.
The D rum L o g s and any remaining Sam pling and A nalysis D ata fo r the Rem oval
Response may be review ed, by appointm ent only, a t E P A R egion /, B oston ,
M assachusetts.

2.4

Pollution Reports (POLREPs)
P O L R E P s are progress reports w hich are prepared as needed by the E P A Region I
O n -Scen e Coordinator to convey progress on the site to State, L o ca l, and Federal
agencies during a Rem oved A ction .1
2
3
4
5
6
7
8
9
0

1.
2.
3.
4.
5.
6.
7.
8.
9.
10.
11.
12.
13.
14.
15.
16.
17.
18.
19.
2.5

POLREP1, EPA Region I (August 11,1984).
POLREP 2, EPA Region I (August 20,1984).
POLREP 3, EPA Region I (August 27,1984).
POLREP 4, EPA Region I (September 4,1984).
POLREP 5, EPA Region I (September 11,1984).
POLREP 6, EPA Region I (September 17,1984).
POLREP 7, EPA Region I (September 19,1984).
POLREP 8, EPA Region I (September 24,1984).
POLREP 9, EPA Region I (September 28,1984).
POLREP 10, EPA Region I (October 9,1984).
POLREP 11, EPA Region I (October 15,1984).
POLREP 12, EPA Region I (October 16,1984).
POLREP 13, EPA Region I (October 17,1984).
POLREP 14, EPA Region I (October 18,1984).
POLREP 15. EPA Region I (October 19,1984).
POLREP 16, EPA Region I (October 22,1984).
POLREP 17, EPA Region I (October 27,1984).
POLREP 18, EPA Region I (November 3,1984).
POLREP 19, EPA Region I (November 9,1984).

On-Scene Coordinator Reports
1.

"On-Scene Coordinator’s Report," EPA Region I (February 18,1987).
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2.6

Work Plans and Progress Reports
1.
2.

2.9

Action Memoranda
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.
6.
7.

3.0

Work Plan and Field Protocols, EPA Region I (August 1984).
"Site Safety Plan," EPA Region I (August 1984).
Memorandumfrom Donald F. Berger, EPA Region I to Michael R. Deland,
EPA Region I (August 10,1984). Concerning a request for $400,000 to initiate
immediate removal action.
Memorandum from Donald F. Berger, EPA Region I to Michael R. Deland,
EPA Region I (September 14,1984). Concerning a ceiling increase for the
immediate removal action.
Memorandum from Edward J. Conley, EPA Region I to Michael R. Deland,
EPA Region I (October 5,1984). Concerning aceiling increase for the
immediate removal action.
Memorandum from J. Daniel Berry, EPA Headquarters to Lee M. Thomas, EPA
Headquarters (October IS, 1984). Concerning review of a request to increase
the authorization for the immediate removal action.
Memorandum fromWilliam N. Hedeman Jr., EPA Headquarters to Lee M.
Thomas, EPA Headquarters (October IS, 1984). Concerning request to raise the
authorization for the immediate removal action to $1,250,000.
Memorandum from Michael R. Deland, EPA Region I to Lee M. Thomas, EPA
Headquarters (October 19,1984). Concerning arequest to raise the
authorization for the immediate removal action to $1,500,000.
Memorandum from John J. Stanton, EPA Headquarters to William N. Hedeman
Jr., EPA Headquarters (October 23,1984). Concerning approval of request to
raise the authorization for the immediate removal action to $1,500,000.

Remedial Investigation (RI)
3.1

Correspondence
1.

2.

3.
4.

5.

Letter from Steven L. Gericen, Canonie Environmental Services Coip. for the
Union Chemical Site Trust to Michael Jasinski, EPA Region I
(December 15,1987). Concerning the transmittal of the work plans for the
Remedial Investigation and the Feasibility Study.
Letter from Steven L. Gerken, Canonie Environmental Services Corp. for the
Union Chemical Site Trust to Michael Jasinski, EPA Region I and Cynthia M.
Kuhns, State of Maine Department of Environmental Protection
(March 10,1988). Concerning transmittal of the attached "Revised Text for
Laboratory Quality Assurance Manual."
Letter from Steven L. Gerken, Canonie Environmental Services Corp. for the
Union Chemical Site Trust to Michael Jasinski, EPA Region 1(April 7,1988).
Concerning transmittal of the attached "Revision to Health and Safety Plan.”
Letter from Cynthia M. Kuhns, State of Maine Department of Environmental
Protection to Randy G Smith, Terrance Hughes, and James F. Green, Union
Chemical Site Trust (April 8,1988). Concerning arequest that the Union
Chemical Site Trust provide supplemental drinking water to "at risk" population
groups.
Letter from Paul R. Morin, Canonie Environmental Services Corp. for the
Union Chemical Site Trust to Michael Jasinski, EPA Region I (April 19,1988).
Concerning transmittal of the attached hospital route map from the Union
Chemical Health and Safety Plan.
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3.1

Correspondence (corn'd.)

6.
7.

8.

9.

10.

11.

12.

Letter from David P. Rosenblatt, Bums & Levinson (Attorney for Union
Chemical Site Trust) to Cynthia M. Kuhns, State of Maine Department of
Environmental Protection (April 22,1988). Concerning arequest for
supplemental drinking water.
Letter from Steven L. Gerken, Canonie Environmental Services Corp. for the
Union Chemical Site Trust to Michael Jasinski, EPA Region I and Cynthia M.
Kuhns, State of Maine Department of Environmental Protection (May 11,1988).
Concerning transmittal of revised portions of the "Project Plans - Initial Site
Characterization Work Plan - Project Operations Plan - Additional RI/FS Plans,"
Canonie Environmental Services Corp. for the Union Chemical Site Trust
(May 1988).
Letter from Steven L. Gerken, Canonie Environmental Services Corp. for the
Union Chemical Site Trust to Michael Jasinski, EPA Region I and Cynthia M.
Kuhns, State of Maine Department of Environmental Protection (May 16,1988).
Concerning transmittal of corrected pages of the "Project Plans - Initial Site
Characterization Work Plan - Project Operations Plan - Additional RI/FS Plans,"
Canonie Environmental Services Corp. for die Union Chemical Site Trust
(May 1988, with June 1, 1988 Revisions/Additions).
Letter from David P. Rosenblatt, Bums & Levinson, and Louis N. Massery,
Cooley, Maniac, Moore & Jones, P.G (Attorneys for the Union Chemical Site
Trust) to Cynthia M. Kahns, Stale of Maine Department of Environmental
Protection (June 17,1988). Concerning theUnion Chemical Site Trust's
decision not to provide supplemental dnnking water because nearby wells did
not show contamination.
Letter from Cynthia M. Kuhns, State of Maine Department of Environmental
Protection to James F. Green, North East Solvents (June 20,1988).
Concerning clarification of due dates for Phase 2 of the Remedial Investigation/
Feasibility Study.
Letter from Michael Jasinski, EPA Region I to Steven L. Gerken, Canonie
Environmental Services Corp. for the Union Chemical Site Trust
(August 2, 1988). Concerning the transmittal of guidance documents to be used
during the Remedial Investigation/Feasibility Study activities.
Letter from Mark J. Leihrock, Canonie Environmental Services Corp. for the
Union Chemical Site Trust to Mr. and Mrs. John Jensen (September 2,1988)
with the attached form letters to the following residents:
A. Dr. and Mrs. Kenneth Guiseley.
B. Ms. Arlene Crabtree.
C. Mr. and Mrs. Elmer Hart
D. Mr. and Mrs. Harold Cushman.
E. Mr. and Mrs. Dana Winchenbach.
F. Mr. and Mrs. Robert Shaw.
G. Mr. and Mrs. Donald Pushaw.
H. Mr. and Mrs. Henry Hastings.
I. Mr. Charles Lawson.
J. Mr. Scott Bissett
K. Mr. and Mrs. Brian S. Powers.
L. Mr. and Mrs. Gordon Talbot
M. Mr. and Mrs. Charles Martz.
N. Mr. and Mrs. William Bryant
O. Ms. Hope Chase.
P. Mr. and Mrs. Harold Memfield.
Q. Ms. Sandra MacAvoy.
R. Mr. and Mrs. Steven Bowman.
S. Mr. and Mrs. Lewis Merrifield.
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3.1

Correspondence (corn'd.)

13.

14.

15.

16.

17.

18.

19.

T. Mr. and Mrs. Jeffrey Perkins.
U. Mr. Dennis Hall.
V. Mr. and Mrs. Albert Hastings.
W. Mr. and Mrs. Neil Fogg.
X. Mr. George Burr.
Y. Mr. Bruce Melanson.
Z. Mr. and Mrs. Dinsmore.
AA. Mr. and Mrs. Stanley.
Concerning the third quarterly residential well sampling round to be performed
on September 16,1988.
Letter from Steven L. Gerken, Canonie Environmental Services Corp. for the
Union Chemical Site Trust to Michael Jasinski, EPA Region I and Cynthia M.
Kuhns, State of Maine Department of Environmental Protection
(November 18,1988). Concerning the transmittal of "Initial Site
Characterization," Canonie Environmental Services Corp. for the Union
Chemical Site Trust (November 1988).
Letter from Steven L. Gerken, Canonie Environmental Services Corp. for the
Union Chemical Site Trust to Michael Jasinski, EPA Region I and Cynthia M.
Kuhns, State of Maine Department of Environmental Protection
(January 11,1989). Concerning transmittal of the January 1989 "Draft - Work
Plan: Phase£B Remedial Investigation and Post-Screening Field Investigation,"
Canonie Environmental Services Corp. for the Union Chemical Site Trust.
Letter from David M. Webster, EPA Region I to James F. Green, Union
Chemical Site Trust (December 12,1989). Concerning notice to proceed with
Phase 4, 'Post Screening Field Investigations," as outlined in Section 7 of the
technical support document included in the signed September 16,1987
Administrative Order.
Letter from David W. Wright, State of Maine Department of Environmental
Protection to James F. Green, Union Chemical Site Trust (December 12,1989).
Concerning a notice to proceed with Phase 4, "Post Screening Field
Investigations," as outlined in Section 7 of the technical support document
included in the signed September 16,1987 Administrative Order.
Letter from David M. Webster, EPA Region I to James F. Green, Union
Chemical Site Trust (December 14,1989). Concerning notification of the
granting of an extension of time with the attached:
A. Comments Dated August 23,1989 from David M. Webster, EPA Region I
on the August 1989 "Phase IB Remedial Investigation Work Plan,"
Canonie Environmental Services Corp. for the Union Chemical Site Trust
B. Letter from James F. Green, Union Chemical Site Trust to Michael
Jasinski, EPA Region I andDavid W. Wright, State of Maine Department
of Environmental Protection (October 11,1989). Concerning notification
of delay andrequest for an extension of time.
C. Letter from James F. Green, Union Chemical Site Trust to Michael
Jasinski, EPA Region I (November 22,1989). Concerning a request for
extension of time for project deliverables.
Letter from Michael Jasinski, EPA Region I to Doug Anderson, Canonie
Environmental Services Corp. for the Union Chemical Site Trust
(December 14,1989). Concerning transmittal of a groundwater elevations data
diskette.
Letter from Michael Jasinski, EPA Region I to Doug Anderson, Canonie
Environmental Services Corp. for the Union Chemical Site Trust
(January 3,1990). Concerning additional guidance and data for preparation of
Remedial Investigation/Feasibility Study reports.
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3.1

Correspondence (corn'd.)
20. Letter from David M. Webster, EPA Region I to James F. Green, Union
Chemical Site Trust (March 26,1990). Concerning formal notice to proceed
with Phase 6, "Remedial Investigation/Feasibility Study Review."
21. Letter from David W. Wright, State of Maine Department of Environmental
Protection to James F. G reen , Union Chemical Site Trust (March 26,1990).
Concerning formal notice to proceed with Phase 6, "Remedial
Investigation/Feasibility Study Review."

3.2

Sampling andAnalysis Data
1.

Letter Report from Steven L. Gerken, Canonie Environmental Services Corp.
the Union Chemical Site Trust to Michael Jasinski, EPA Region I and
Cynthia Kuhns, State of Maine Department of Environmental Protection
(January 5,1989). Concerning additional information on methyl ethyl ketone
analyses and ground water datainterpretation.
Letter Report from Steven L. Gerken, Canonie Environmental Services Corp.
for the Union Chemical Site Trust to Michael Jasinski, EPA Region I and David
W. Wright, State of Maine Department of Environmental Protection
(June 23,1989). Concerning additional information on cyanide analysis results.

for

2.

The remaining Sam pling and A nalysis D ata fo r the Rem edial Investigation (RI) may be
review ed, by appointm ent on ly, at E P A R egion I , B o ston , M assachusetts.

3.4

Interim Deliverables
Reports
1.

2.
3.

Letter from Susan E. Mulholland, Canonie Environmental Services Corp. for the
Union Chemical Site Trust to Michael Jasinski, EPA Region I and Cynthia M.
Kuhns, State of Maine Department of Environmental Protection
(August 17,1988). Concerning transmittal of the attached August 10,1988
"Air Monitoring Analytical Laboratory Report," Clayton Environmental
Consultants, Inc. for Canonie Environmental Services Corp. for the Union
Chemical Site Trust
"Draft - Initial Site Characterization - Volume 1of 2," Canonie Environmental
Services Corp. for the Union Chemical Site Trust (November 1988).
"Draft - Initial Site Characterization - Volume 2 of 2," Canonie Environmental
Services Corp. for the Union Chemical Site Trust (November 1988).

The m aps associated with the record cited in entry num ber 4 m ay be review ed, by
appointm ent on ly, a t E P A R egion I , B o ston , M assachusetts.4
5
6
7

4.
5.
6.
7.

"Draft Wetlands Assessment," The Smart Associates for Canonie Environmental
Services Corp. for the Union Chemical Site Trust (October 9,1989).
"Draft - Final Report - Evaluation of Fractures in Four (4) Bedrock Wells,"
Technos Inc. for Canonie Environmental Services Corp. for the Union Chemical
Site Trust (November 1989).
"Draft Phase IB - Initial Site Characterization Addendum - Volume 1of 3,"
Canonie Environmental Services Corp. fo r Union Chemical Site Trust
(January 1990).
"Draft Phase IB - Initial Site Characterization Addendum - Volume 2of 3,”
Canonie Environmental Services Corp. for Union Chemical Site Trust
(January 1990).
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3.4

Interim Deliverables (corn.)
Reports
8.

"Draft Phase IB - Initial Site Characterization Addendum - Volume 3of 3,"
Canonie Environmental Services Corp. for Union Chemical Site Trust
(January 1990).

Comments
9.

Comments Dated January 17,1989 from Marc A. Lappe, PhX). Consultant for
the Township of Hope on the November 1988 "Draft - Initial Site
Characterization •Volumes 1and 2," Canonie Environmental Services Corp. for
the Union Chemical Site Trust
10. Meeting Notes, Carolie MAJ. Lamer, Concerned Citizens of Hope and Michael
Jasinski, EPA Region I (May 18,1989). Concerning Mrs. Lamer's Comments
on the November 1988 "Draft - Initial Site Characterization - Volumes 1and 2,"
Canonie Environmental Services Corp. for the Union Chemical Site Trust
11. Comments Dated May 18,1989 from Carolie MAJ. Lamer, Concerned Citizens
of Hope on the November 1988 "Draft - Initial Site Characterization - Volumes 1
and 2," Canonie Environmental Services Corp. for the Union Chemical Site
Trust with the attached:
A. "Presentation to the Joint Standing Committee on Utilities," David L. Hall
(May 17,1989).
B. "Statement of Support of LD 934" (April 26,1989).
C. "LX). 934 - Statement of Marc A. Lappe, PhD." (May 17,1989).
D. Letter from Raymond G. Esposito, Union Chemical Co., Lie. to Edward
Logue, State of Maine Department of Environmental Protection
(May 11,1982). Concerning the attached records on April 23,1982 fire.
12. Comments Dated December 12,1989 from David W. Wright, State of Maine
Department of Environmental Protection on the November 1989 "Draft Final
Report - Evaluation of Fractures in Four (4) Bedrock Wells," Technos Inc.
3.5

Applicable or Relevant andAppropriate Requirements (ARARs)
1.

2.

3.6

Letter from Merrill S. Hohman, EPA Region I to Alan M. Prysunka, State of
Maine Department of Environmental Protection (December 28,1989).
Concerning arequest that the State of Maine identify those ARARs w h ich w ere
promulgated under the States's environmental statutes.
Letter from Alan M. Prysunka, State of Maine Department of Environmental
Protection to Merrill S. Hohman, EPA Region I (February 23,1990).
Concerning applicable or relevant and appropriate standards, requirements,
criteria, or limitations with the attached:
A. "Toxic Equivalency Factors andLand Application Criteria"
B. "Summary of State andFederal Drinking Water Guidelines"
G "Bureau of Water Quality Control - Policy Number 10: The Discharge of
Hazardous Substances to Groundwaters of the State."

Remedial Investigation (RI) Reports
1.
2.
3.

"Draft Report - Remedial Investigation - Volume 1of 2," Canonie
Environmental Services Corp. for Union Chemical Site Trust (February 1990)
"Draft Report - Remedial Investigation - Volume 2 of 2,” Canonie
Environmental Services Corp. for Union Chemical Site Trust (February 1990)
’Final Draft Report - Remedial Investigation/Feasibility Study - Volume 1of 4,"
Canonie Environmental Services Corp. for Union Chemical Site Trust
(June 1990).
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3.6

Remedial Investigation (RI) Reports (cont’d.)
4.
5.
6.

3.7

"Final Draft Report - Remedial Investigation/Feasibility Study - Volume 2of 4,"
Canonie Environmental Services Corp. for Union Chemical Site Trust
(June 1990).
"Final Draft Report - Remedial Investigation/Feasibility Study - Volume 3of 4,"
Canonie Environmental Services Corp. for Union Chemical Site Trust
(June 1990).
Cross-Reference: "Final Draft Report - Remedial Investigation/Feasibility
Study - Volume 4 of 4," Canonie Environmental Services Corp. for Union
Chemical Site Trust (June 1990) [Filed and cited as entry number 4 in 4.6
Feasibility Study (FS) Reports].

Work Plans and Progress Reports
Work Plans
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.

6.

"Project Plans - Initial Site Characterization Work Plan - Project Operations
Plan - Additional RIFS Plans,” Canonie Environmental Services Corp. for the
Union Chemical Site Trust (March 1988, with the May 1988 and the June 1,
1988 Revisions and Additions).
'Draft - Work Plan: Phase IB Remedial Investigation and Post-Screening Field
Investigation," Canonie Environmental Services Corp. for the Union Chemical
Site Trust (January 1989).
"Proposed Change to Monitoring Well MW-13Construction Details," Canonie
Environmental Services Corp. for the Union Chemical Site Trust
(August 21,1989).
"Phase IB Remedial Investigation Work Plan," Canonie Environmental Services
Corp. for the Union Chemical Site Trust (August 1989).
Letter Report from Steven L. Gerken, Canonie Environmental Services Corp.
for the Union Chemical Site Trust to Michael Jasinski, EPA Region I and David
W. Wright, State of Maine Department of Environmental Protection
(September 15,1989). Concerning the revised "Well MW-13 Construction
Details."
Letter Report from Jui-Yu Hsieh, EPA Region I to Michael Jasinski, EPA
Region I (November 9,1990). Concerning groundwater cleanup levels for the
site.

Comments
7.

Comments Dated June 21,1989 from Carolie MAJ. Lamer, Concerned Citizens
of Hope on the January 1989 "Draft - Work Plan: Phase IB Remedial
Investigation and Post-Screening Field Investigation," Canonie Environmental
Services Ccnrp. for the Union Chemical Site Trust
8. Comments Dated July 2,1988 from Marc A. Lappe, Ph.D. Consultant for the
Township of Hope on the May 1988 "Initial Site Characterization Work Plan,'
Canonie Environmental Services Corp. for the Union Chemical Site Trust.
9. Comments Dated August 23,1989 from David M Webster, EPA Region I on
the August 1989 "Phase IB Remedial Investigation Work Plan," Canonie
Environmental Services Corp. for the Union Chemical Site Trust with attached
"Quality Assurance Acceptance" Form, EPA Region I (August 23,1989).
10. Comments Dated September 19,1989 from David W. Wright, State of Maine
Department of Environmental Protection on the September 15,1989 Letter
Report from Steven L. Gerken, Canonie Environmental Services Corp. for the
Union Chemical Site Trust to Michael Jasinski, EPA Region I and David W
Wright, State of Maine Department of Environmental Protection.
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3.7

Work Plans and Progress Reports (cont'd.)

Work Plans
11. Meeting Notes, Carolie MAJ. Lamer, Concerned Citizens of Hope, EPA
Region I, State of Maine Department Of Environmental Protection, State of
Maine Board of Health, and Canonie Environmental Services Corp.
(October 26,1989). Concerning comments on the January 1989 "Draft - Work
Plan: Phase IB Remedial Investigation and Post-Screening Field Investigation,"
Canonie Environmental Services Corp., for the Union Chemical Site Trust.
12. Comments Dated January 14,1990 from Marc A. Lappe, Ph.D. Consultant for
the Township of Hope on the August 1989 "Phase IB Remedial Investigation
Work Plan," Canonie Environmental Services Corp. for the Union Chemical
Site Trust.
Responses to Comments
13. Response Dated September 6,1989 from Michael Jasinski, EPA Region I on the
June 21,1989 Comments from Carolie MAJ. Lamer, Concerned Citizens of
Hope.
Progress Reports
14. "Monthly Status Report No. 1," Canonie Environmental Services Corp. for the
Union Chemical Site Trust (December 30,1987).
15. "Monthly Status Report No. 2," Canonie Environmental Services Corp. for the
Union Chemical Site Trust (January 28,1988).
16. "Monthly Status Report No. 3," Canonie Environmental Services Corp. for the
Union Chemical Site Trust (February 29,1988).
17. "Monthly Status Report No. 4," Canonie Environmental Services Corp. for the
Union Chemical Site Trust (April 1,1988).
18. "Monthly Status Report No. 5," Canonie Environmental Services Corp. for the
Union Chemical Site Trust (April 28,1988).
19. "Monthly Status Report No. 6," Canonie Environmental Services Corp. for the
Union Chemical Site Trust (June 1,1988).
20. "Monthly Status Report No. 7," Canonie Environmental Services Corp. for the
Union Chemical Site Trust (July 1, 1988).
21. "Monthly Status Report No. 8," Canonie Environmental Services Corp. for the
Union Chemical Site Trust (August 1, 1988).
22. "Monthly Status Report No. 9," Canonie Environmental Services Corp. for the
Union Chemical Site Trust (September 1,1988).
23. "Monthly Status Report No. 10," Canonie Environmental Services Corp. for the
Union Chemical Site Trust (September 27,1988).
24. "Monthly Status Report No. 11," Canonie Environmental Services Corp. for the
Union Chemical Site Trust (October 31,1988) with attachments.
25. "Monthly Status Report No. 12," Canonie Environmental Services Corp. for the
Union Chemical Site Trust (December 2,1988) with attachments.
26. "Monthly Status Report No. 13," Canonie Environmental Services Corp. for the
Union Chemical Site Trust (December 29,1988).
27. "Monthly Status Report No. 15," Canonie Environmental Services Corp. for the
Union Chemical Site Trust (February 27,1989).
28. "Monthly Status Report No. 16," Canonie Environmental Services Corp. for the
Union Chemical Site Trust (March 30,1989).
29. "Monthly Status Report No. 18," Canonie Environmental Services Corp. for
Union Chemical Site Trust (May 31,1989).
30. "Monthly Status Report No. 19," Canonie Environmental Services Corp. for
Union Chemical Site Trust (July 3,1989).
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Progress Reports
31. "Monthly Status Report No. 20," Canonie Environmental Services Corp. for
Union Chemical Site Trust (July 31,1989).
32. "Monthly Status Report No. 21," Canonie Environmental Services Corp. for
Union Chemical Site Trust (September 7,1989) with attachments.
33. "Monthly Status Report No. 22," Canonie Environmental Services Corp. for
Union Chemical Site Trust (October 10,1989).
34. "Monthly Status Report No. 23," Canonie Environmental Services Corp. for
Union Chemical Site Trust (November 8,1989).
35. "Monthly Status Report No. 24," Canonie Environmental Services Corp. for
Union Chemical Site Trust (December 5,1989).
36. "Monthly Status Report No. 25," Canonie Environmental Services Corp. for
Union Chemical Site Trust (December 27,1989).
37. "Monthly Status Report No. 26," Canonie Environmental Services Corp. for
Union Chemical Site Trust (January 30,1990).
38. "Monthly Status Report No. 27," Canonie Environmental Services Corp. for
Union Chemical Site Trust (February 27,1990).
39. "Monthly Status Report No. 28," Canonie Environmental Services Corp. for
Union Chemical Site Trust (March 29,1990).
40. "Monthly Status Report No. 29," Canonie Environmental Services Corp. for the
Union Chemical Site Trust (April 30,1990).
41. "Monthly Status Report No. 30," Canonie Environmental Services Corp. for the
Union Chemical Site Trust (May 31,1990).
42. "Monthly Status Report No. 31," Canonie Environmental Services Corp. for the
Union Chemical Site Trust (July 5,1990).
3.9

Health Assessments
1.
2.

3.
4.

"The Prevalence of Selected Health Problems of Residents Living in the Vicini ty
of the Union Chemical Company," State of Maine Department of Human
Services (December 1983).
Letter from Greg Bogdan, State of Maine Department of Human Services to
Board of Selectmen and Health Officer Township of Hope (October 17,1985)
with the attached "Effects of Fish Pond Drawdown on Groundwaters in
Proximity of Union Chemical in Hope, Maine." Concerning the health risk
evaluation of water drawn from Fish Pond.
"Health Assessment," U.S. Department of Health and Human Services Agency
for Toxic Substances and Disease Registry (ATSDR) (September 2,1988).
"Information to die EPA Administrative Record," U.S. Department of Health
and Human Services Agency for Toxic Substances and Disease Registry
(ATSDR) (October 9,1990).

3.10 Endangerment Assessments
Endangerm ent Assessm ents fo r the U nion C h em ical C o ., In c. N P L site (also referred
to as the B aselin e R isk Assessm ent) may be fo u n d in the February 1 9 9 0 "D ra ft
R eport - R em edial Investigation - Volum e 1 o f 2 ," Canon ie Environm ental fo r Union
C h em ica l C o ., In c.1

1.

Memorandum from Jui-Yu Hsieh, EPA Region I to Michael Jasinski, EPA
Region I (November 30,1990) with attachments. Concerning health risks for
groundwater cleanup levels at the site.
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4.0

Feasibility Study (FS)
4.1

Correspondence
1.
2.

4.2

Sampling andAnalysis Data
1.

4.4

"Union Chemical Company - Clean-up: Evaluation of Options," State of Maine
Department of Environmental Protection (November 6,1985).

Applicable or Relevant andAppropriate Requirements (ARARs)
1.

2.

4.6

Memorandum from Jui-Yu Hsieh, EPA Region I to Michael Jasinski, EPA
Region I (November 9,1990). Concerning the use of PMCLs rather than
MEGs as groundwater cleanup levels.

Interim Deliverables
1.

4.5

Letter from David W. Wright, State of Maine Department of Environmental
Protection to James F. Green, Union Chemical Site Trust (February 5,1990).
Concerning notice to proceed with Phase S, "Detailed Analysis of Alternatives."
Letter from David M. Webster, EPA Region I to James F. Green, Union
Chemical Site Trust (February 5,1990). Concerning notice to proceed with
Phase 5, "Detailed Analysis of Alternatives."

Letter from David P. Rosenblatt, Bums & Levinson (Attorney for Union
Chemical Site Trust) to Marjorie Adams, EPA Region I (June 21,1990).
Concerning whether or not the State of Maine Bureau of Health "Maximum
Exposure Guidelines" constitute Applicable or Relevant and Appropriate
Requirements (ARARs).
Letter from Margery L. Adams, EPA Region I to David W. Wright, State of
Maine Department of Environmental Protection (December 5,1990).
Concerning EPA's position that maximum exposure guidelines established by
the State are not acceptable within the meaning of Section 121 of CERCLA.

Feasibility Study (FS) Reports
1.

2.

3.

4.

Gross-Reference: "Final Draft Report - Remedial Investigation/Feasibility
Study - Volume 1of 4," Canonie Environmental Services Corp. for Union
Chemical Site Trust (June 1990) [Filed and cited as entry number 1in 3.6
Remedial Investigation (RI) Reports].
Cross-Reference: "Final Draft Report - Remedial Investigation/Feasibility
Study - Volume 2 of 4," Canonie Environmental Services Corp. for Union
Chemical Site Trust (June 1990) [Filed and cited as entry number 2 in 3.6
Remedial Investigation (RI) Reports].
Cross-Reference: "Final Draft Report - Remedial Investigation/Feasibility
Study - Volume 3of 4," Canonie Environmental Services Corp. for Union
Chemical Site Trust (June 1990) [Filed and cited as entry number 3 in 3.6
Remedial Investigation (RI) Reports].
"Final Draft Report - Remedial Investigation/Feasibility Study - Volume 4of 4,"
Canonie Environmental Services Corp. for Union Chemical Site Trust
(June 1990).
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1.
2.
4.9

Progress Report, Canonie Environmental Services Corp. for the Union
Chemical Site Trust (July 30,1990).
Progress Report, Canonie Environmental Services Corp. for the Union
Chemical Site Trust (September 6,1990).

Proposed Plans for Selected Remedial Action
1.

"EPA Proposes Cleanup Plan for the Union Chemical Co., Inc. Superfund
Site," EPA Region I (July 1990).

5.0 Record of Decision (ROD)
5.1

Correspondence
1.
2.

5.3

Memorandum from Don R. Clay, EPA Headquarters to Regional
Administrators, EPA Regions I-X (January 29,1990). Concerning the
delegation of selection of remedy authority for all Superfund Records of
Decision (RODs) scheduled for signature during fiscal year 1990.
Gross-Reference: "Draft - Proposed Record of Decision (ROD) Schedule," EPA
Region I (March 13,1990) [Filed andcited as attachment A in entry number 76
in 13.1 Correspondence].

Responsiveness Summaries
1.

Cross-Reference: Responsiveness Summary is Appendix A of the Record of
Decision [Filed and cited as entry number 1in 5.4 Record of Decision (ROD).

The follow in g citations indicate written comments received by E P A R egion I during
the form al p u b lic comment period.2
3
4
5
6
7
8

2.
3.
4.

5.
6.
7.
8.

Letter from Brian S. Powers, Hope’s Committee for a Clean Environment to
Julie D. Belaga, EPA Region I (July 23,1990). Concerning request for a
30-day extension of the public comment period.
Letter from Carolie MAJ. Lamer, Conoemed Citizens of Hope to Michael
Jasinski, EPA Region I (July 27,1990). Concerning prior request for an
extension of the public comment period.
Letter from Brian S. Powers, Hope's Committee for a Clean Environment to
Julie D. Belaga, EPA Region I (July 27,1990). Concerning request for an
extension of die public comment period andapostponement of the public
hearing.
Comments Dated August l t 1990from Dean G Marriott, State of Maine
Department of Environmental Protection on die July 1990"EPA Proposes
Cleanup Plan for the Union Chemical Co., Inc. Superfund Site," EPA Region I.
Letter from Merrill S. Hohman, EPA Region I to Brian S. Powers, Hope’s
Committee for a Clean Environment (August 21,1990). Concerning the denial
of Mr. Power'srequest for an extension of the public comment period.
Letter from Marshall J. Tinkle, Thompson, McNaboe, Ashley & Bull to Michael
Jasinski, EPA Region I (August 23,1990). Concerning request for an
extension of the public comment period.
Letter from Paul L. Gibbons, Eaton, Peabody, Bradford & Veague, P.A.
(Attorney for die Selectmen and citizens of the Town of South Hope) to Julie D.
Belaga, EPA Region I (August 28,1990). Concerning scheduling of the
additional public meeting.
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5.3

Responsiveness Summaries (cont'd.)
9.
10.
11.
12.
13.
14.
15.
16.

17.
18.

Letter from Julie D. Belaga, EPA Region I to Paul L. Gibbons, Eaton, Peabody,
Bradford & Veague, PA. (Attorney for the Selectmen and citizens of the Town
of South Hope) (September 27,1990). Concerning scheduling of the additional
public meeting.
Comments Dated September 28,1990 from Jeffrey L. McNelly, Camden and
Rockland Water Company on the July 1990"EPA Proposes Cleanup Plan for
the Union Chemical Co., Inc. Superfund Site", EPA Region I.
Comments Dated October 1,1990 from Beverly Paigen, PhD. for Hope’s
Committee for a Clean Environment on the July 1990 "EPA Proposes Cleanup
Plan for the Union Chemical Co., Inc. Superfund Site," EPA Region I.
Comments Dated October 2,1990 from Arlene Crabtree concerning possible
well contamination and devaluation of her property.
Comments Dated October 2,1990 from James F. Green, Robert Eastman, and
Terrance Hughes, Union Chemical Site Trust on the July 1990 "EPA Proposes
Cleanup Plan for the Union Chemical Co., Inc. Superfund Site," EPA Region I.
Comments Dated October 3,1990 from Randy C Smith, Union Chemical Site
Trust on the July 1990"EPA Proposes Cleanup Plan for the Union Chemical
Co., Inc. Superfund Site," EPA Region I.
Comments Dated October 4,1990 from John H. and Lois A. Jensen on the
July 1990 "EPA Proposes Cleanup Plan for the Union Chemical Co., Inc.
Superfund Site," EPA Region I.
Comments Dated October 5,1990 from Benjamin Ross, Disposal Safety
Incorporated for Hope's Committee for a Clean Environment on the
June 1990 "Final Draft Report - Remedial Investigation/Feasibility Study"
and the July 1990 "EPA Proposes Cleanup Plan for the Union Chemical Co.,
Inc. Superfund Site," EPA Region I.
Comments Dated October 23,1990 from Marc A. Lappe, PhD. on the
July 1990 "EPA Proposes Cleanup Plan for the Union Chemical Co., Inc.
Superfund Site,’EPA Region I.
Comments Dated October 25,1990 from Carolie MAJ. Lamer, Concerned
Citizens of Hope concerning withdrawal of testimony given at August 23,1990
Public Hearing.

Response to Comments
19. Comments Dated October 16,1990 from David W. Wright, State of Maine
Department of Environmental Protection concerning Union Chemical Site Trust
Comments dated October 2,1990.
5.4

Record of Decision (ROD)
1.

Record of Decision, EPA Region I (December 27,1990).
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9.0

State Coordination
9.1

Correspondence
1.
2.

Letter from Merrill S. Hohman, EPA Region I to Harold Kimball, State of
Maine Planning Office (August 18,1987). Concerning the proposed Superfund
Project
Letter from Duane A. Scott, State of Maine Department of Transportation to
David M. Webster, EPA Region I (October 8,1987). Concerning arequest to
be added to themailing list

10.0 Enforcement
10.1 Correspondence
1.
2.
3.
4.

Letter from Henry E. Warren, State of Maine Department of Environmental
Protection to Clifford H Goodall, Lund Wilk Scott & Goodall (Attorney for
Union Chemical Co., Inc.) (November 28,1979). Concerning the state's
enforcement of the 1979waste discharge license.
Letter from Merrill S. Hohman, EPA Region I to James F. Green, Union
Chemical Site Trust (August 27,1990). Concerning penalty payment for failure to
comply with deadline.
Letter from David W. Wright, State of Maine Department of Environmental
Protection to Randy C. Smith, Union Chemical Site Trust (August 31,1990).
Concerning penalty payment for failure to comply with deadline.
Letter from Robert D. Eastman, Union Chemical Site Trust to Superfund
Accounting (September 6,1990). Concerning check for penalty payment.

10.3 State and Local Enforcement Records
1.
2.
3.
4.

5.

6.

7.
8.
9.

’Waste Discharge License Certificate," State of Maine (September 13,1976).
Letter from George W. Lord, State of Maine Department of Environmental
Protection to Raymond G. Esposito, Union Chemical Co., Inc. (August 2,1979).
Concerning discharge of pollutants in violation of 38 M.R.S.A. 413 and 414.5.
Letter from Raymond G. Esposito, Union Chemical Co., Inc. to Henry E.
Warren, State of Maine Department of Environmental Protection
(August 13,1979). Concerning objection to enforcement actions.
Letter from Robert A. Demkowicz, State of Maine Department of Environmental
Protection to Clifford H. Goodall, Lund, Wilk, Scott & Goodall (Attorney for
Union Chemical Co., Inc.) (September 14,1979). Concerning coordination of
the Consent Decree for the Union Chemical facility.
Letter from Clifford H. Goodall, Lund Wilk Scott & Goodall (Attorney for U n io n
Chemical Co., Inc.) to Henry E. Warren, State of Maine Department of
Environmental Protection (October 17,1979). Concerning the plan to upgrade the
chemical processing plan.
Letter from Clifford H. Goodall, Lund Wilk Scott & Goodall (Attorney for U n io n
Chemical Co., Inc.) to John Bastey, State of Maine Department of Environmental
Protection (October 17,1979). Concerning die plans and progress in upgrading
the site.
"Statement of Deficiencies and Plan of Correction," State of Maine Department of
Public Safety (January 8,1980).
"Source Permit Application," Union Chemical Co., Inc. (August 4,1980).
Letter from Raymond G. Esposito, Union Chemical Co., Inc. to David A. Dumas,
State of Maine Department of Environmental Protection (August 12,1980).
Concerning the transmittal of die attached August 11,1980 "Application for Air
Emission License."
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10. "Interim License for Hazardous Waste Facility," State of Maine
(August 13,1980).
11. "Draft - Finding of Fact & Order," State of Maine Department of Environmental
Protection (November 12,1980) with die attached November 12,1980 "Air
Emission License," State of Maine Department of Environmental Protection.
12. Letter from George W. Lord, State of Maine Department of Environmental
Protection to Raymond G. Esposito, Union Chemical Co., Inc.
(December 8,1980). Concerning the contaminated water and monitoring
program.
13. Letter from George Kaplan, Stateof Maine Department of Environmental
Protection to Raymond G. Esposito, Union Chemical Co., Inc.
(December 31,1980). Concerning the non-compliance with manifest
requirements for shipments of hazardous wastes.
14. "Hazardous Material Incident Report Form," State of Maine Department of
Environmental Protection (February 5,1981).
15. Letter from John A. Krueger, State of Maine Department of Environmental
Protection to Raymond G. Esposito, Union Chemical Co., Inc. (April 1,1981).
Concerning warning about unlicensed storage of hazardous wastes.
16. "Memorandum of Understanding," John A. Krueger, State of Maine Department
of Environmental Protection, Raymond G. Esposito, Union Chemical Co., Inc.
(June 3,1981). Concerning schedule of contamination appraisal reports to be
supplied to the State of Marne.
17. Letter from Raymond G. Esposito, Union Chemical Co., Inc. to John A.
Krueger, State of Maine Department of Environmental Protection
(November 6,1981). Concerning the program for analysis and monitoring of
potential contaminant sources.
18. "Waste Discharge License," State of Maine Department of Environmental
Protection (October 27,1982).
19. "Findings of Fact and Order - Air Emission License, U n ion C h em ica l C o ., I n c .,"
State of Maine Department of Environmental Protection (December 8,1982).
20. Letter from Robert A. Demkowicz, State of Maine Department of Environmental
Protection to Raymond G. Esposito, Union Chemical Co., Inc.
(October 17,1983). Concerning notice of hazardous waste facility violation due
to inadequate aisle space, leaking drums, and inadequate storage.
21. Order of Board, In the M atter o f U nion C h em ica l C o ., In c ., Hope Zoning Board
of Appeals (October 27,1983).
22. "Application for License for Hazardous Waste Facility under the Maine Hazardous
Waste, Septage, and Solid Waste Management Act (38 M.R.S.A., Section 1301
et. seq.)," Union Chemical Co., Inc. (November 2 9,1 9 8 3 ).
23.

Letter from D avid A . D um as, State o f M aine Department o f Environmental
Protection to Raym ond G . E sp o sito, U nion Chem ical C o ., In c.

(December 8,1983). Concerning die attached notice of violation of air emissions
license.
24. Letter from Henry E. Warren, State of Maine Department of Environmental
Protection to Raymond G. Esposito, Union Chemical Co., Inc.
(December 12,1983). Concerning acceptance of the application for air emissions
license renewal
25. Letter from Stephen A. Tibetts, Union Chemical Co., Inc. to David A. Dumas,
State of Maine Department of Environmental Protection (December 16,1983).
Concerning attached results of the feed stock analysis for heavy metals.
26. "Addendum to Application for License for Hazardous Waste Facility," Union
Chemical Co., Inc. (January 31,1984).
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27. Letter from Clifford H. Goodall, Lund Wilk Scott & Goodall (Attorney for
Union Chemical Co., Inc.) to Henry E. Warren, State of Maine Department of
Environmental Protection (March 27,1984). Concerning hazardous waste
facility license.
28. Administrative Order, In the M atter o f U nion C h em ical Com pany, In c .,
Designation of Uncontrolled Hazardous Substance Site and Order, State of
Maine Department of Environmental Protection (March 30,1984).
29. Consent Decree, H enry E . W arren, Com m issioner o f the State o f M aine
Departm ent c f Environm ental Protection v. U n ion C h em ical C o ., In c ., State of
Maine Superior Court (May 7,1984).
30. Complaint for Declaratory and Injunctive Relief and Civil Penalties, H enry E .
W arren, Com m issioner o f the State o f M aine Departm ent o f Environm ental
Protection v. U n ion C h em ical C o ., In c ., State of Maine Superior Court

(May 7,1984).
31. Order, H enry E .

W arren, Com m issioner o f Environm ental Protection, Plain tiff,
v. U n ion C h em ica l Com pany, In c ., D efendant, Docket No. CV-84-199

(May 25,1984).
32. Letter from James T. Kilbreth, State of Maine Department of the Attorney
General to Donald G. Alexander, Kennebec County Superior Court
(May 31,1984). Concerning transmittal of an order correcting an error in a
consent decree.
33. Letter from James T. Kilbreth, State of Maine Department of the Attorney
General to Clifford H. Goodall, Dyer, Goodall and Zeegers (Attorney for Union
Chemical Co., Inc.) (June 1,1984). Concerning incineration and drum
reduction and inflow.
34. Findings of Fact & Order, In the M atter o f U n ion C h em ical Com pany
(June 27,1984).
35. Order, H enry E . W arren, Com m issioner o f the State o f M aine Departm ent o f
Environm ental Protection v . U nion C h em ical C o ., In c ., State of Maine Superior
Court, Civil Action Docket No. CV-84-199 (June 29,1984).
36. Summons to Trustee, H en ry E . W arren, Com m issioner o f Environm ental
Protection, P la in tiff v. U n ion C h em ica l Com pany, In c ., D efendant, M aine
N ational Bank, Trustee, State o f M aine Superior C o u rt CV-84-199
(July 2,1984) with the attached Writ of Attachment, H enry E . W arren,
Com m issioner o f Environm ental Protection, P la in tiff v . U nion Ch em ical
Com pany, In c ., D efendant, State o f M aine Superior C o u rt CV-84-199

(July 3,1984).
37. "Hazardous Waste Transporter and Generator Notification re: Closure of Union
Chemical Company," State of Maine Department of Environmental Protection
(July 9,1984).
38. Letter from Raymond G. Esposito, Union Chemical Co., Inc. to Samuel Zaitlin,
State of Maine Board of Environmental Protection (October 9,1984).
Concerning request for hearing.
39. Letter from David E. Boulter, State of Maine Department of Environmental
Protection to Raymond G. Esposito, Union Chemical Co., Inc.
(March 15,1985). Concerning the accounting report, request for drum
disposal, and the erection of a fence.
40. Memorandumof Points andAuthorities in Support of Motion for Enforcement
and Modification of Older and for Forfeiture, H enry E . W arren, Com m issioner
o f the State o f M aine Departm ent o f Environm ental Protection v . Union
C h em ical C o ., In c ., State of Maine Superior Court, Civil Action Docket No.

CV-84-199 (July 12,1985).
41. Decision and Judgment, Katharene L a rn er, et a l., v . U n ion C h em ica l C o ., In c .,
Superior Court for the State of Maine, Civil Action No. CV-80-5
(August 22,1985).
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10.3 State and Local Enforcement Records (cont'd.)
42. Letter from James T. Kilbreth, State of Maine Department of the Attorney
General to Gifford H. Goodall, Dyer, Goodall and Zeegers (Attorney for Union
Chemical Co., Inc.) (February 24,1986). Concerning transmittal of order.
43. Order, K enneth C . Young, J r ., Com m issioner o f the State o f M a in e Departm ent
o f Environm ental Protection v. U nion C h em ica l C o ., In c ., State of Maine
Superior Court, G vil Action Docket No. CV-84-199 (June 5,1986).
44. Letter from Raymond G. Esposito, Union Chemical Co., Inc. to Henry D. Aho,
State of Maine Department of Environmental Protection (June 6,1986).
Concerning transmittal of the attached check to theTreasurer of State.
45. Check from Raymond G. Esposito, Union Chemical Co., Inc. to Treasurer of
State (July 23,1986).
10.4 Interviews, Depositions, and Affidavits
1.

Deposition of Raymond G. Esposito, U n ited States v. U n ion R esearch C o .,
In c ., fo rm erly U n ion C h e m ic a l, In c ., et a l, United States District Court for the

District of Maine, G vil Action No. 87-0355B (June 6,1989). With the attached
exhibits:
A. List of Stockholders.
B. A Brief Historical and Economic History of Union Chemical Co., Inc.
C. "Mortgage Deed," Union Chemical Co., Inc. (April 23,1976).
D. "Application for License for Hazardous Waste Facility under the Maine
Hazardous Waste, Septage, and Solid Waste Management Act
(38 M.R.SA .., Section 1301 et seq.)," Union Chemical Co., Inc.
(September 30,1983).
E. Letter from Raymond G. Esposito, Union Chemical Co., Inc. to William
Grover, State of Maine Department of Environmental Protection
(February 9,1981). Concerning sampling results.
F. Letter Report from Raymond G. Esposito, Union Chemical Co., Inc. to
Edward Logue, State of Maine Department of Environmental Protection
(July 10,1981). Concerning sampling results.
G. Letter Report from Raymond G. Esposito, Union Chemical Co., Inc. to
Edward Logue, State of Maine Department of Environmental Protection
(April 13,1981). Concerning sampling results.
H. "Waste Discharge License Certificate," State of Maine
(September 13,1976).
I. Letter Report from Raymond G. Esposito, Union Chemical Co., Inc. to
Edward Logue, State of Maine Department of Environmental Protection
(September 29,1983). Concerning sampling results.
J. Letter Report from Raymond G. Esposito, Union Chemical Co., Inc. to
Edward Logue, State of Maine Department of Environmental Protection
(August 12,1981). Concerning sampling results.
K. Letter Repeat from Stephen A. Tibbetts, Union Chemical Co., Inc. to
Edward Logue, State of Maine Department of Environmental Protection
(March 22,1983). Concerning sampling results.
L. "Hydrogeologic Evaluation and Development of Gean Up Plan for Area of
Contaminated Soil," Wright-Pierce for Union Chemical Co., Inc.
(July 1981).
M. "Hydrogeologic Evaluation," Wright-Pierce for Union Chemical Co., Inc
(November 17,1981).
N. Complaint for Declaratory and Injunctive Relief and Gvil Penalties, Henry
E . W arren, Com m issioner o f the State o f M a in e Departm ent o f
Environm ental P rotection v. U n ion C h em ica l C o ., In c ., State of Maine

Superior Court (May 7,1984).
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0.
P.

Consent Decree, H enry E . W arren, Com m issioner o f the State ofMaine
D epartm ent o f Environm ental Protection v. U nion C h em ical Co., Inc.,

State of Maine Superior Court (May 7,1984).
Consent Agreement and Order, In re: U nion C h em ica l., In c ., Proceeding

under Section 3008 o f the R esource Conservation and R ecovery
U S .C . S69 28, RCRA Docket No. 83-1045

Q.

Act,42

(September 6,1984).
Letter from Raymond G. Esposito, Union Chemical Co., Inc. to Henry D.
Aho, State of Maine Department of Environmental Protection
(June 10,1986). Concerning forthcoming disposition of ground water
plan.

10.5 General Negotiations
1.

2.

Sample Notice Letter (signed), EPA Region L Concerning notification of a
meeting on May 5,1987 for Potentially Responsible Parties. With the attached:
A. Registration Form.
B. Cross-Reference: "Attachment B - Names and Addresses of Potential!y
Responsible Parties," EPA Region I (March 23,1987) [Hied and cited as
entry number 1in 11.1 PRP Lists].
Meeting Handout Packet, EPA Region I, Stale of Maine Department of
Environmental Protection, and Potentially Responsible Parties
(May 5,1987) including:
A. Union Chemical •Meeting Agenda
B. Introduction
C. Site History
D. Response Measures By Maine Department of Environmental Protection
E. State of Maine Department of Environmental Protection Presentation on the
Union Chemical Company
F. Emergency Response Measures, EPA Region I
G. Government Oversight of a Private Party Remedial Investigation and
Feasibility Study, EPA Region I
H. Legal Responsibilities of Parties for EPA Costs and Response Activitie s.
EPA Region I
1. liability of Responsible Parties to the State of Maine, State of Maine
Department of the Attorney General
J. Objectives and Structure of Negotiations

10.7 EPA Administrative Orders
1.

2.

3.
4.
5.

Cross-Reference: Consent Agreement and Order, In R E : U n ion C h em ical C o .
In c ., Proceeding under Section 3008 o f the R esource Conservation and
R ecovery A c t, 42 U S . C . S69 28, RCRA Docket No. 83-1045
(September 6,1984) [Filed and cited as entry number 3in 19.5 RCRA
Enforcement Actions].
"Superfund; Proposed Settlement Under Comprehensive Environmental
Response Compensation and Liability Act; Union Chemical Co., Inc. Federal
Register VoL 52, No. 183 (September 22,1987). Concerning the notice for
first Administrative Order.
Administrative Order by Consent, In the M atter o f U nion C h em ica l C o ., Inc
S ite , Docket No. 1-87-1104 (November 4,1987).
"Environmental Protection Agency," Federal Register Vol. 52, No. 223
(November 19,1987). Concerning the notice for second Administrative Order
Administrative Order by Consent, In the M atter o f U nion C h em ica l C o ., Inc
Site , Docket No. 1-88-1003 (January 13,1988).
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10.8 EPA Consent Decrees
1.

2.

Partial Consent Decree, U n ited States v. U n ion R esearch

C o ., In c ., form erly
U nion C h em ica l C o ., I n c .; Raym ond G . E sp o sito ; Steego P arts C o r p ., form erly
Steego A u to Parts, and Farrar-Brow n A uto P arts, In c .; C M . Laboratories, In c .;
N y co , In c .; W aterlac Industries, In c .; I M C M agnetics C o r p .; R u le Industries,
In c .; R S . L iq u id W aste D isp o sa l, In c .; Ethan A lle n , In c .; and Sp en cer P ress,
In c ., United States District Court for the District of Maine, Civil Action No.

87-0355 B (August 7,1989).
’Department of Justice: Lodging of Partial Consent Decree; Pollution Control
Consent," Federal Register Vol. 54, No. 109 (June 8,1989). Concerning the
notice for Partial Consent Decree.

10.9 Pleadings
1.

2.

Cross-Reference: Complaint, In R E : U n ion C h em ica l C o ., In c . Proceeding
under Section 3008 o f the R esou rce Conservation and R eco very A c t, 42 U S .C .
S6928 , RCRA Docket No. 83-1045 (November 1,1983). With the attached
RCRA Part B Application [Filed and cited as entry number 1in 19.5 RCRA
Enforcement Action Records].
Cross-Reference: Answer to Complaint, In R E : U n ion C h em ica l C o ., In c.

Proceeding under Section 3008 ofthe R esource Conservation and R ecovery Act,
42 U S .C . S6 9 2 8 , RCRA Docket No. 83-1045 (December 7, 1983) [Filed and

3.

4.

cited as entry number 2 in 19.5 RCRA Enforcement Action Records].
Complaint, U n ited States o f A m erica v. U n io n R esea rch , In c.,fo r m e r ly

U nion
C h em ica l C o ., In c .; R aym ond G . E sp o sito ; Steego P a rts C o r p ., form erly Steego
A u to P a rts, and Farrar-B row n A u to P arts, In c .; C M . Laboratories, In c .; N y co ,
In c ., fo rm erly N yes Ja p e name la c, I n c .; W aterlac Industries, In c .; I M C
M agnetics C o r p .; R u le Indu stries, In c .; R S . L iq u id W aste D isp o sa l, In c .; Ethan
A lle n , In c .; and Sp en cer P ress Com pany, United States District Court for the

District of Maine, Civil Action No. CV-87-0355 B (November 6,1987).
Answer, U n ited States o f A m erica v. U n ion R esea rch , In c ., fo rm erly Union

C h em ica l C o ., I n c .; R aym ond G . E sp o sito ; Steego P a rts C o r p ., form erly Steego
A uto P a rts, and Farrar-B row n A u to P arts, In c .; C M . Laboratories, In c .; Nyco,
In c ., fo rm erly N yes Ja p en a m elac, In c .; W aterlac Industries, In c .; I M C
M agnetics C o r p .; R u le Industries, I n c .; R S . L iq u id W aste D isp o sa l, In c .; Ethan
A llen , I n c .; and Sp en cer P ress Com pany, United States District Court for the

5.

District of Maine, Civil Action No. CV-87-0355 B (December 21,1987).
Amendment to Answer, U n ited States o f A m erica v. U n ion R esearch C o ., In c .,
et a l„ United States District Court for the District of Maine, Civil Action No.
CV-87-0355 B (April 13, 1988).

11.0 Potentially Responsible Party (PRP)
11.1 PRP Lists
1.
2.
3.

"Attachment B - Names and Addresses of Potentially Responsible Parties," EPA
Region I (March 23, 1987).
'Union Chemical Company - Parties Receiving Special Notice and Demand
Letter," EPA Region I (May 18,1987).
"Union Chemical Company - Names and Address of Parties to Whom the
Notification is Being Issued," EPA Region I (February 26,1990).

Page 21

11.3 Contractor Work Plans and Progress Reports
Union C h em ical Site Trust Contractor W ork Plans and Progress Reports may be
fo u n d in 3 .7 W ork P lan s and Progress Reports and 4 .7 W ork P lan s and Progress
R eports.

11.5 Site Level - General Correspondence
Notice Letters
1.

2.

3.

4.

5.

Sample General Notice Letter (signed), EPA Region L Concerning the attached:
A. Sample Notice Letter (dated), EPA Region I (March 23,1987).
B. "Attachment A - Request for Information."
C. Cross-Reference: "Attachment B - Names and Addresses of Potentially
Responsible Parties," EPA Region I (March 23,1987) [Filed and cited as
entry number 1in 11.1 PRP lists].
D. "Attachment C - Union Chemical Ranking of Generators by Hazardous
Wastes Generated."
E. "AttachmentD-Re: SampleDocument"
F. "Attachment E - List of Transporters."
Sample Special Notice Letter (signed), EPA Region L Concerning the attached:
A. Sample Special Notice Letter (signed and dated), EPA Region I
(May 22,1987).
B. "Union Chemical Transactional Database - Union Chemical Ranking of
Generators by Hazardous Wastes Generated" (May 12,1987).
C. "Union Chemical Transactional Database - Transactional Printout - Volume
per Waste Type" (May 12,1987).
D. "Union Chemical Transactional Database - Union Chemical Ranking of
Transporters by Hazardous Wastes Transported" (May 12,1987).
E. Cross-Reference: "Union Chemical Company - Parties Receiving Special
Notice andDemand Letter," EPA Region I (May 18,1987) [Filed and cited
as entry number 2 in 11.1 PRP Lists].
F. "Negotiations Support Document," Camp Dresser & McKee Inc.
(May 19,1987).
Sample General Notice Letter (dated), EPA Region I (February 26,1990).
Concerning notification of potential liability andrequest for information. With the
attached:
A. Cross-Reference: "Union Chemical Company - Names and Address of
Parties to Whom the Notification is Being Issued," EPA Region I
(February 26,1990) [Filed and cited as entry number 3 in 11.1 PRP
Lists].
B. "Union Chemical Transaction Database - Union Chemical Ranking of
Generators by Hazardous Wastes Generated (Enclosure B)"
(December 31,1989).
G "Enclosure C - Union Chemical Company - Documentation."
D. "Enclosure D - Union Chemical Company - First Information Request Instructions."
Letter from David E. Boulter, State of Maine Department of Environmental
Protection to Potentially Responsible Party. Concerning notification of potential
liability under title 38, Chapter 13-B of the Maine Hazardous Substance, Matter
and Waste Management Laws.
Letter from Michael Jasinski, EPA Region I to David P. Rosenblatt, Bums &
Levinson and Louis Massery, Cooley, Manion, Moore & Jones (Attorneys for
Union Chemical Site Trust) (October 21,1987). Concerning the volumetric
ranking lists.
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11.5
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Steering Committee/Trustee Correspondence
6.

Letter from Michael Jasinski, EPA Region I to David P. Rosenblatt, Bums &
Levinson (Attorney for Union Chemical Site Trust) (May 4,1988). Concerning
residential well sampling results.
7. Letter from David M. Webster, EPA Region I to James F. Green, North East
Solvents (June 14,1988). Concerning Resource Conservation and Recovery
Act identification number.
8. Letter from David M. Webster, EPA Region I to James F. Green, North East
Solvents (June 20,1988). Concerning clarification of deliverables.
9. Letter from Randy C. Smith, Union Chemical Site Trust to Michael Jasinski,
EPA Region I (January 31,1989) with the attached January 27,1989 Letter from
Timothy J. Harrington, Canonie Environmental Services Corp. for Union
Chemical Site Trust Concerning a potential conflict of interest due to W.R.
Grace & Company's ownership of shares in Canonie Environmental Services
Corp.
10. Cross-Reference: Letter from David M. Webster, EPA Region I to James F.
Green, Union Chemical Site Trust (December 14,1989). Concerning
notification of the granting of an extension of time with the attached:
A. Comments Dated August 23,1989 from David M. Webster, EPA Region I
on the August 1989 "Phase IB Remedial Investigation Work Plan,"
Canonie Environmental Services Corp. for the Union Chemical Site Trust
B. Letter from James F. Green, Union Chemical Site Trust to Michael
Jasinski, EPA Region I and David W. Wright, State of Maine Department
of Environmental Protection (October 11,1989). Concerning notification
of delay and request for an extension of time.
C. Letter from James F. Green, Union Chemical Site Trust to Michael
Jasinski, EPA Region I (November 22,1989). Concerning arequest for
extension of time for project deliverables.
[Filed and cited as entry number 17 in 3.1 Correspondence].
11. Cross-Reference: Letter from David W. Wright, State of Maine Department of
Environmental Protection to James F. Green, Union Chemical Site Trust
(February 5,1990). Concerning notice to proceed with the Phase 5, detailed
analysis of alternatives [Filed and cited as entry number 1in 4.1
Correspondence].
12. Cross-Reference: Letter from David M. Webster, EPA Region I to James F.
Green, Union Chemical Site Trust (February 5,1990). Concerning notice to
proceed with the Phase 5, "Detailed Analysis of Alternatives" [Filed and cited as
entry number 2 in 4.1 Correspondence].
11.9 PRP-Specific Correspondence
Union Chemical Co., Inc.
1.
2.
3.

Letter from Merrill S. Hohman, EPA Region I to Raymond G. Esposito, Union
Chemical Co., Inc. (August 8,1984). Concerning notification of potential
liability.
Letter from Raymond G. Esposito, Union Chemical Co., Inc. to Michael R.
Deland, EPA Region I (August 10,1984). Concerning objection to state and
federal agencies enforcing environmental regulations.
Letter from Michael R. Deland, EPA Region I to Raymond G. Esposito, Union
Chemical Co., Inc. (August 22,1984). Concerning termination of hazardous
waste facility license andEPA support of the State of Maine ruling.
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11.9 PRP-Specific Correspondence (corn'd.)
Union Chemical Co., Inc.
4.
5.
6.

Letter from Raymond G. Esposito, Union Chemical Co., Inc. to Michael R.
Deland, EPA Region I (September 11,1984). Concerning objections to the
August 22,1984 Letter from Michael R. Deland.
Letter from Raymond G. Esposito, Union Chemical Co., Inc. to Henry
Hinckley (November IS, 1984). Condoning objections to the cost of the
cleanup.
Letter from Merrill S. Hohman, EPA Region I to Raymond G. Esposito, Union
Chemical Co., Inc. (April 27,1987). Concerning a notification of the
May 5,1987 meeting for Potentially Responsible Parties.

Rule Industries, Inc.
7.

Letter from Merrill S. Hohman, EPA Region I to William Anastos, Rule
Industries, Inc. (February 26,1990). Concerning a second request for
information.

Pioneer Plastics
8.
9.

Letter from Merrill S. Hohman, EPA Region I to Edward W. Ribolin, Pioneer
Plastics (February 26,1990). Concerning a second request for information.
Letter from Merrill S. Hohman, EPA Region I to John B. Jalbert, Pioneer
Plasdcs Corporation (June 11,1990). Concerning notice of potential liability
andrequest for informadon. With the attached:
A. "Enclosure A - Union Chemical Transactional Database Summary Report"
(January 1,1990).
B. "Enclosure B *Union Chemical Transactional Database - Union Chemical
Ranking of Generators by Hazardous Wastes Generated."
C. "Enclosure C - Union Chemical Company - First Information Request."

Trinova Corporation
10. Letter from Merrill S. Hohman, EPA Region I to Nat C. Chang, Trinova
Corporation (Successor to Pioneer Plastics) (June 11,1990). Concerning notice
of potential liability and request for information.
11.12 PRP Related Documents
Reports
1.
2.

"Spill Containment and Incineration System: Preliminary Design and Capital Cost
Report," Progress Consulting Services for Union Chemical Co., Inc.
(September 1979).
"Hydrogeologic Evaluation and Development of Clean Up Plan for Area of
Contaminated Soil," Wright-Pierce for Union Chemical Co., Inc. (July 30,1981).
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Reports
The m aps associaxed with the record cited in entry num ber 3 may be review ed, by
appointm ent o n ly, a t E P A R eg ion I , B o ston , M assachusetts.

3.
4.

"Hydrogeologic Evaluation and Development of Clean Up Plan for Area of
Contaminated Soil - Part B - Appendix 1," Wright-Pierce for Union Chemical
Co., Inc. (November 17,1981).
"Waste Analysis Plan," Union Chemical Co., Inc. (June 4,1984).

Comments
5.

Comments Dated April 2,1984 from Peter Garrett, State of Maine Department of
Environmental Protection on the July 30,1981 'Hydrogeologic Evaluation and
Development of Clean Up Plan for Area of Contaminated Soil,” Wright-Pierce
for Union Chemical Co., Inc.

13.0 Community Relations
13.1 Correspondence
1.

Letter from Gerald Brooks to Matthew Scot, State of Maine Department of
Environmental Protection (May 21,1979). Concerning complaint of deteriorating
water quality in Quiggle Brook
2. Letter from Edward M. Logue, State of Maine Department of Environmental
Protection to Brian Powers, Hope's Committee for a Clean Environment
(February 23,1981). Concerning well sample results.
3. Letter from Edward M. Logue, State of Maine Department of Environmental
Protection to Gus Johnson (February 23,1981). Concerning well sample results.
4. Letter from Edward M. Logue, State of Maine Department of Environmental
Protection to South Hope Grange (February 23,1981). Concerning well sample
results.
5. Letter from Joseph N. DeCola, EPA Region I to Jill DeLaney (April 6,1981) with
the attached "Statement of Deficiencies and Plan of Correction." Concerning
treatment, storage, and disposal of hazardous wastes.
6. Letter from David A. Dumas, State of Maine Department of Environmental
Protection to Jill DeLaney (May 15,1981). Concerning burning of halogenated
solvents and use of chlorine.
7. Letter from Jill DeLaney to John A. Krueger and Edward M. Logue, State of
Maine Department of Environmental Protection (May 28,1981) with the attached
May 20,1981"Maine DEP Officials are Weary of Complaints on Finn, They
Say," Bangor Daily News - Bangor, ME. Concerning inquiry on latest test
results.
8. Letter from E ll DeLaney to William F. Sarro, EPA Region I (May 28,1981).
Concerning request for an on-site inspection report
9. Letter from Edward M. Logue, State of Maine Department of Environmental
Protection to Jill DeLaney (June 2,1981). Concerning lab results.
10. Letter from William F. Sarro, EPA Headquarters to Jill DeLaney (June 5,1981).
Concerning a request for a copy of an inspection report dated April 13,1981.
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13.1 Correspondence (cont'd.)
11. Letter from John A. Krueger, State of Maine Department of Environmental
Protection to Jill Delaney (June 12,1981). Concerning aresponse to the attached
May 31,1981 Letter from Jill Delaney.
12. Letterfrom Jill DeLaney to Henry E. Warren, Stateof Maine Department of
Environmental Protection (July 14,1981). Concerning fumes and new site
location.
13. Letter from Joseph E. Brennan, Governor of the State of Maine to Michael
Christensen (September 11,1981). Concerning petition and site regulations.
14. Letter from Edward M. Logue, State of Maine Department of Environmental
Protection to Brian Powers (September 15,1981). Concerning well samples.
15. Letter from David L. Hall to Joseph E. Brennan, Governor of the State of Maine
(September 19,1983). Concerning the effect of the noise level on the residents.
16. Letter from David A. Bradeen to Joseph E. Brennan, Governor of the State of
Maine (September 26,1983). Concerning health problem of resident
17. Letter from Ursula A. Gillis, Concerned Citizens of Hope and Concerned Citizens
of Maine to State of Maine Department of Environmental Protection
(November 12,1983) with attached petition from Concerned Citizens of Hope.
Concerning arequest for public hearing.
18. Letter from Greg Bogdan, State of Maine Department of Human Services to Maine
Citizens (December 8, 1983). Concerning proposed public meeting at Hope
Grange Hall on December 15,1983 and transmittal of "The Prevalence of Selected
Health Problems of Residents Living in the Vicinity of the Union Chemical
Company" (December 1983).
19. Letter from Marion and Harry Merrifield (January 9,1984). Concerning health
effects and noise levels.
20. Letter from Jane Mitchell to State of Maine Department of Environmental
Protection (January 12,1984). Concerning the issuance of a permanent license.
21. Letter from Harold Cushman to State of Maine Department of Environmental
Protection (January 16,1984). Concerning resident's interest in problems on the
site.
22. Letter from Louis M. and E.C. Hart to State of Maine Department of
Environmental Protection (January 25,1984). Concerning protest of hazardous
waste storage license.
23. Letter from Fred Ribeck, Spectrum Artworks to State of Maine Department of
Environmental Protection (January 26,1984). Concerning issuance of a
permanent license and photos of site stack emissions.
24. Letter from Stacy A. Ladner, State of Maine Department of Environmental
Protection to Fred Ribeck, Spectrum Artworks (February 9,1984). Concerning
response to photo submission.
25. Letter from Stacy A. Ladner, State of Maine Department of Environmental
Protection to Loins M. and E.G Hart (February 9,1984). Concerning
"Hazardous Waste Application" file.
26. Letter from Greg Bogdan, State of Maine Department of Human Services to Hope
Resident (February 14,1984). Concerning the attached questionnaire and
"Medical Records Release Authorization" form.
27. Letter from Greg Bogdan, State of Maine Department of Human Services to
Carolie MAJ. Lamer, Concerned Citizens of Hope (February 16,1984).
Concerning follow-up survey efforts.
28. Letter from Carolie MAJ. Lamer, Concerned Citizens of Hope to David E.
Boulter, State of Maine Department of Environmental Protection
(March 12,1984). Concerning request for meeting on license application.
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29. Letter from Stacy A. Ladner, State of Maine Department of Environmental
Protection to Interested Citizen (March 15,1984). Concerning proposed public
hearing at Samoset Inn on April 4,1984.
30. Memorandum from State of Maine Department of Environmental Protection to
State of Maine Board of Environmental Protection (May 2,1984). Concerning the
attached:
A. Letter from Concerned Citizens of Hope to Henry E. Warren, State of
Maine Board of Environmental Protection (February 23,1984).
B. Letter from Roger R. Theniault and Carolie MAJ. Lamer, Concerned
Citizens of Hope to Henry E. Warren, State of Maine Department of
Environmental Protection (April 30,1984).
31. Letterfinom Carolie MAJ. Lamer, Concerned Citizens of Hope to Henry E.
Warren, State of Maine Department of Environmental Protection (June 4,1984).
Concerning requests to resume operations.
32. Letter from Henry E. Warren, State of Maine Department of Environmental
Protection to Clifford H. Goodall, Dyer, Goodall and Zeegers (Attorney for
Union Chemical Co., Inc.) (June 14,1984). Concerning confirmation of
planned State of Maine Department of Environmental Protection actions.
33. Letter from Michael R. Deland, EPA Region I to the Editor, Portland Press
Herald (November 6,1984). Concerning clean up procedures and removal of
hazardous wastes.
34. Petition, Concerned Citizens of Hope (January 21,1985).
35. Letter from Concerned Citizens of Hope to Henry E. Warren, State of Maine
Department of Environmental Protection (May 10,1985). Concerning the
attached May 1985petition.
36. Letter from Henry E. Warren, State of Maine Department of Environmental
Protection to Carolie MAJ. Lamer, Concerned Citizens of Hope
(May 24,1985). Concerning response to petition and site status.
37. Letter from Carolie MAJ. Lamer, Concerned Citizens of Hope to Joseph E.
Brennan, Governor of State of Maine (August 12,1985). Concerning the
removal of Union Chemical Co., Inc. and its staff from the site.
38. Letter from Martha D. Merrill to Joseph E. Brennan, Governor of State of Maine
(August 18,1985) with the attached "An Appeal to Reason by Raymond G.
Esposito," The Courier-Gazette - Rockland, ME (June 27,1985). Concerning
the removal of Union Chemical Co., Inc. and its staff from the site.
39. Letter from Julie Jones to Henry D. Aho, State of Maine Department of
Environmental Protection (November 19,1985). Concerning proposed cleanup
plans.
40. Letter from Carolie MAJ. Lamer, Concerned Citizens of Hope to James J.
Lysen, State of Maine Department of Environmental Protection
(November 20,1985). Concerning comments on the November 6,1985
proposed cleanup plan.
41. Letter from David E. Boulter, State of Maine Department of Environmental
Protection to Carolie MAJ. Lamer, Concerned Citizens of Hope
(February 5,1986). Concerning receipt of petition.
42. Letter from Carolie MAJ. Lamer, Concerned Citizens of Hope to Town of Hope
Selectmen and Code Enforcement Officers (February 6,1986). Concerning
problems stemming from town ownership of the site.
43. Letter from John A. Blanchard, Town of Hope Board of Selectmen to David E.
Boulter, State of Maine Department of Environmental Protection
(February 21,1986). Concerning support for State of Maine Department of
Environmental Protection to take control over the site.

Page 27

13.1

Correspondence (corn'd.)

44. Letter from Paul L. Gibbons, Calderwood, Ingrahm & Gibbons (Attorney for the
Township of Hope) to Marc A. Lappe, PhD Consultant
(February 24,1987). Concerning arequest for technical assistance with the
attached:
A. "Residential Well Sampling in the Vicinity of Union Chemical Company."
B. "Table 1- Sampling Results - 3-well Clusters."
G "Letter of Intent," Township of Hope.
45. Letter from Paul L. Gibbons, Calderwood, Ingrahm & Gibbons (Attorney for the
Township of Hope) to Marc A. Lappe, PhD Consultant (February 24,1987).
Concerning hazardous waste, drinking water, and safety concerns with the
attached:
A. "Union Chemical Sampling," (December 1986).
B. Site Map of Union Chemical and Surrounding Area.
C. "Department of Environmental Protection Laboratory Results,"
(December 15,1986).
D. "State of Maine Department of Environmental Protection Laboratory
Results," (February 11,1987).
46. Letter from Marc A. Lappe, PhD Consultant for the Township of Hope to Paul L.
Gibbons, Calderwood, Ingrahm & Gibbons (Attorney for the Township of Hope)
(March 1, 1987). Concerning the site evaluation.
47. Letter from David L. Hall, Township of Hope to Resident (April 8,1987).
Concerning potential effects of contaminants in the water system and citing
Marc A. Lappe's recommendations.
48. Letter Report from Barry S. Timson, Earth Surface Research for Union Chemical
Co., Inc. to Paul L. Gibbons, Calderwood, Ingrahm & Gibbons (Attorney for the
Township of Hope) (May 9,1987). Concerning a preliminary assessment of
ground water.
49. Letter from Carolie MAJ. Lamer, Concerned Citizens of Hope to Paul L.Gibbons,
Calderwood, Ingrahm & Gibbons (Attorney for the Township of Hope)
(May 21,1987). Concerning participation by Concerned Citizens of Hope in the
June 1,1987 meeting.
50. Letter from David M. Webster, EPA Region I to Carolie MAJ. Lamer, Concerned
Citizens of Hope (June 15,1987). Concerning an outline of EPA Region I s
activities since the 1984removal action.
51. Memorandum from Mark H. Bashor, U.S. Department of Health and Human
Services Agency for Toxic Substances and Disease Registry (ATSDR) to The
Record (September 4,1987). Concerning aresponse to petition for a health
assessment
52. Letter from Michael Jasinski, EPA Region I to John A. Blanchard, Township of
Hope (October 9,1987). Concerning die attached data sheets to be placed at the
Township of Hope Town HalL
53. Letter from Patty D'Andrea, EPA Region I to Steven and Andrea Bowman
(November 23,1987) with attached list of individuals to whom similar letters were
sent Concerning thanks for interviews taken in preparation for the Community
Relations Plan.
54. Letter from John A. Blanchard and David Hall, Township of Hope to Michael
Jasinski, EPA Region I (December 11,1987) with attached December 1,1987
Letter from Carolie MAJ. Lamer, Concerned Citizens of Hope to John A.
Blanchard, Township of Hope. Concerning drinking water and cooking water
supplies.
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55. Letter from Michael Jasinski, EPA Region I to Carolie MAJ. Lamer, Concerned
Citizens of Hope (December 28,1987). Concerning the transmittal of results from
sampling of residential wells.
56. Letter from Michael Jasinski, EPA Region I to Marc A. Lappe, PhD Consultant
for the Township of Hope (December 28,1987). Concerning the transmittal of
results from samplings of residential wells.
57. Letter from Michael Jasinski, EPA Region I to John A. Blanchard, Township of
Hope (December 28,1987). Concerning the transmittal of results from sampling
of residential wells.
58. Letter from Michael Jasinski, EPA Region I to John A. Blanchard, Township of
Hope (February 17,1988). Concerning Township of Hope citizens request for
drinking water and cooking water supplies.
59. Letter from Michael and lisa Stamett to Michael Jasinski, EPA Region I
(February 24,1988). Concerning well testing and monitoring.
60. Petition, Citizens of the Township of Hope (March 10,1988). Concerning health
issues, research, and supplemental water supply.
61. Letter from Marilyn R. DiSirio, U.S. Department of Health and Human Services
Agency for Toxic Substances arid Disease Registry (ATSDR) to A. Mark
'W oodw ard, B an gor D a ily N ew s (March 17, 1988). Concerning the
March 10,1988 public meeting and prevention measures against potential
exposures.
62. Meeting Agenda, Concerned Citizens of Hope (March 22,1988). Concerning
health study, water supply, and proposed citizens committee.
63. Letter from Patty D'Andrea, EPA Region I to Interested Citizens
(March 23,1988). Concerning the attached March 17,1988 Letter from Marilyn
R. DiSirio, U.S. Department of Health and Human Services Agency for Toxic
Substances and Disease Registry (ATSDR) to A. Mark Woodward, Bangor DailyN ew s.

64. Letter from Carolie MAJ. Lamer, Concerned Citizens of Hope to Michael
Jasinski, EPA Region L Marilyn R. DiSirio and Louise House, U.S. Department
of Health and H u m a n Services Agency for Toxic Substances and Disease Registry
(ATSDR), Cynthia M. Kuhns, State of Maine Department of Environmental
Protection, Bob Frakes and Greg Bogden, State of Maine Board of Health, Randy
C. Smith, Union Chemical Co., Inc., and John A. Blanchard, Township of Hope
(March 24,1988) with attached news clippings. Concerning joint conferences and
public meetings.
65. Letter from Marilyn R. DiSirio, U.S. Department of Health and Human Services
Agency for Toxic Substances and Disease Registry (ATSDR) to Township of
Hope area residents (March 28,1988). Concerning establishment of a working
committee.
66. Letter from Cynthia M. Kuhns, State of Maine Department of Environmental
Protection to Carolie MAJ. Lamer, Concerned Citizens of Hope
(April 11,1988). Concerning the March 22,1988 meeting and supplemental
drinking water provisions.
67. Letter from Michael Jasinski, EPA Region I to Carolie MAJ. Lamer, Concerned
Citizens of Hope (April 12,1988). Concerning response to March 10,1988
petition.
68. Letter from Nancy V. Hicks, U.S. Department of Health and Human Services
Agency for Toxic Substances and Disease Registry (ATSDR) to David L. Ha!!.
Township of Hope (May 20,1988). Concerning results of the April 18, 19s^
meeting and recommendations on educational seminars for local physicians and
residents.
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69. Letter from Michael Jasinski, EPA Region I to John A. Blanchard, Township of
Hope (July 22,1988). Concerning transmittal of items to replace and/or add to the
May 1988 "Remedial Investigation/Feasibility Study Work Plan" at the Township
of Hope Town Hall.
70. Letter from Michael Jasinski, EPA Region I to John A. Blanchard, Township of
Hope (August 15,1988). Concerning transmittal of organic vapor results,
completed soil borings map, and ground water elevations map to be placed in the
Township of Hope Town Hall.
71. Letter from Michael Jasinski, EPA Region I to Carolie MAJ. Lamer, Concerned
Citizens of Hope (August 15,1988). Concerning transmittal of organic vapor
results, completed soil borings map, and ground water elevations map.
72. Letter from Michael Jasinski, EPA Region I to Brian Powers, Hope’s Committee
for a Clean Environment (August 15,1988). Concerning transmittal of organic
vapor results, completed soil boring map, and ground water elevations map.
73. Letter from Michael Jasinski, EPA Region I to John A. Blanchard, Township of
Hope (September 12,1988). Concerning transmittal of data on ground water
elevations, analytical results for semi-volatiles/PCB-pesticides/inorganics, and
analytical results from the air monitoring program to be placed in the Township of
Hope Town Hall.
74. Letter from Michael Jasinski, EPA Region I to Brian Powers, Hope's Committee
for a Clean Environment (September 12,1988). Concerning transmittal of data on
ground water elevations, analytical results for semi-volatiles/PCB-pesticides/
inorganics, and analytical results from the air monitoring program.
75. Letter from Michael Jasinski, EPA Region I to Carolie MAJ. Lamer, Concerned
Citizens of Hope (September 12,1988). Concerning transmittal of attached packet
of data.
76. Memorandum from Carolie MAJ. Lamer, Concerned Citizens of Hope to Michael
Jasinski, EPA Region I (September 13,1988). Concerning request for
information.
77. Letter from Carolie MAJ. Lamer, Concerned Citizens of Hope to Michael
Jasinski, EPA Region I (September 22,1988). Concerning site security and
request for response to the September 13, 1988 request for information.
78. Letter from Michael Jasinski, EPA Region I to Carolie MAJ. Lamer, Concerned
Citizens of Hope (September 27,1988). Concerning transmittal of maps and the
September 2,1988 "Health Assessment," U.S. Department of Health and Human
Services Agency for Toxic Substances and Disease Registry (ATSDR).
79. Letter from Michael Jasinski, EPA Region I to John A. Blanchard, Township of
Hope (September 27,1988). Concerning transmittal of maps and the
September 2,1988 "Health Assessment," U.S. Department of Health and Human
Services Agency for Toxic Substances andDisease Registry (ATSDR) to be
placed at the Township of Hope Town Hall.
80. Letter from Michael Jasinski, EPA Region I to Brian Powers, Hope's Committee
for a Clean Environment (September 27,1988). Concerning transmittal of maps
and the September 2,1988 "Health Assessment," U.S. Department of Health and
Human Services Agency for Toxic Substances and Disease Registry (ATSDR)
81. Letter from Michael Jasinski, EPA Region I to Carolie MAJ. Lamer, Concerned
Citizens of Hope (October 24,1988). Concerning transmittal of the
February 18,1987 "On Scene Coordinator's Report," EPA Region I, as a parual
response to die September 13,1988 Letter from Carolie MAJ. Lamer, Concerned
Citizens of Hope.
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82. Letter from Michael Jasinski, EPA Region I to Carolie MAJ. Lamer, Concerned
Citizens of Hope (October 24,1988). Concerning the attached preliminary results
of samples obtained from the incinerator and "off-site" areas.
83. Letter from Michael Jasinski, EPA Region I to John A. Blanchard, Township of
Hope (February 8,1989). Concerning transmittal of the January 1989 "Draft Work Plan: Phase IB Remedial Investigation and Post-Screening Field
Investigation," Canonie Environmental Services Corp. for the Union Chemical
Site Trust to be placed in the Township of Hope Town Hall.
84. Letter from Ursula A. Gillis and Carohe MAJ. Lamer, Concerned Citizens of
Hope to David L. Hall, Township of Hope (February 16,1989). Concerning
request for an in-service education program and a morbidity study.
85. Letter from Louise House, U.S. Department of Health and Human Services
Agency for Toxic Substances and Disease Registry (ATSDR) to Ursula A. Gillis,
Concerned Citizens of Hope (March 6,1989). Concerning plans for an in-service
education program and a morbidity study.
86. Letter from Kymberlee F. Estis, Booz-Allen & Hamilton Inc. to Rick Hamel,
Principal of Hope Elementary School (April 27,1989). Concerning confirmation
of arrangements for public meeting.
87. Letter from Louise House, U.S. Department of Health and Human Services
Agency for Toxic Substances and Disease Registry (ATSDR) to Carolie M AJ.
Lamer, Concerned Citizens of Hope (July 17,1989). Concerning a correction to
the March 6,1989 Letter from Louise House, U.S. Department of Health and
Human Services Agency for Toxic Substances and Disease Registry (ATSDR) to
Ursula A. Gillis, Concerned Citizens of Hope with the attached:
A. Letter from Carolie MAJ. Lamer, Concerned Citizens of Hope to David L.
Hall, Township of Hope (February 16,1989). Concerning request for an
in-service education program and a morbidity study.
B. Telephone Notes Between Louise House, U.S. Department of Health and
Human Services Agency for Toxic Substances and Disease Registry
(ATSDR) and George Buynowski, U.S. Department of Health and Human
Services Agency for Toxic Substances and Disease Registry (ATSDR)
(March 8, 1989). Concerning the morbidity study schedule.
C. Telephone Notes Between Louise House, U.S. Department of Health and
Human Services Agency for Toxic Substances and Disease Registry
(ATSDR) and George Buynowski, U.S. Department of Health and Human
Services Agency for Toxic Substances and Disease Registry (ATSDR)
(March 1,1989). Concerning a telephone conversation with Carolie MAJ.
Lamer, Concerned Citizens of Hope about the in-service education program.
D. Letter from Nancy V. Hicks, U.S. Department of Health and Human
Services Agency for Toxic Substances and Disease Registry (ATSDR) to
David L. Hall, Township of Hope (May 20,1988). Concerning results of a
meeting on April 18,1988 andrecommendations on educational seminars for
local physicians and residents.
E. Letter from Louise House, U.S. Department of Health and Human Services
Agency for Toxic Substances and Disease Registry (ATSDR) to Ursula A.
GUlis, Concerned Citizens of Hope (March 6,1989). Concerning plans for
an in-service education program and a morbidity study.
88. Letter from Michael Jasinski, EPA Region I to John A. Blanchard, Township of
Hope (September 6,1989). Concerning transmittal of the August 1989 "Phase IB
Remedial Investigation Work Plan," Canonie Environmental Services Corp. for
the Union Chemical Site Trust to be placed in the Township of Hope Town Hall.
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89. "Hazardous Substances in the Environment and Human Health Effects," Meeting
Handout for the Concerned Citizens of Hope Health Conference
(September 16,1989).
90. Letter from Michael Jasinski, EPA Region I to Carolie MAJ. Lamer, Concerned
Citizens of Hope (October 23,1989). Concerning transmittal of the
October 9,1989 "Draft Wetland Assessment," The Smart Associates for Canonie
Environmental Services Corp. for the Union Chemical Site Trust
91. Letter from Michael Jasinski, EPA Region I to John A. Blanchard, Township of
Hope (October 27,1989). Concerning transmittal of the "National Priorities List
for Uncontrolled Hazardous Waste Sites— Final Rule Covering Sites Subject to
the Subtitle C Corrective Action Authorities of the Resource Conservation and
Recovery Act," Federal Register Vol. 54, No. 191 (October 4,1989) and the
August 7,1989 Partial Consent Decree.
92. Letter from Margery L. Adams, EPA Region I to Carolie MAJ. Lamer, Concerned
Citizens of Hope (January 12,1990). Concerning transmittal of the June 6,1989
Deposition of Raymond G. Esposito, U nited States V . U nion R esearch C o ., In c .,
Form erly Union C h em ica l C o ., In c ., et a l, United States District Court for the
District of Maine, Civil Action No. 87-0355 B.
93. Letter from John A. Blanchard, Township of Hope to Michael Jasinski, EPA
Region I (January 24,1990). Concerning the transmittal of Comments Dated
January 14,1990 from Marc A. Lappe, PhD Consultant for the Township of
Hope on the August 1989 "Phase IB Remedial Investigation Work Plan," Canonie
Environmental Services Corp. for the Union Chemical Site Trust.
94. Letter from Kymberlee F. Estis, Booz-Allen & Hamilton Inc. to John Walker,
CDM Federal Programs Corporation (February 8,1990). Concerning attached
Union Chemical Hotline log.
95. Letter from Marc A. Lappe, Ph.D., Consultant for the Township of Hope to Paul
L. Gibbons, Calderwood, Ingrahm & Gibbons (March 13,1990). Concerning
the March 12,1990 conversation with Michael Jasinski.
96. Letter from Michael Jasinski, EPA Region I to Brian Powers, Hope's Committee
for a Clean Environment (March 14,1990). Concerning transmittal of the
attached:
A. "Draft - Proposed Record of Decision (ROD) Schedule," EPA Region I
(March 13,1990).
B. "Attachment B - Names and Addresses of Potentially Responsible Parties,”
EPA Region I (March 23,1987).
C. "Additional Names and Addresses of Parties to Whom Notification is Being
Issued," EPA Region I (February 28,1990).
D. "Public Involvement in the Superfund Program," EPA Headquarters
(Fall 1987).
E. "The Superfund Remedial Program," EPA Headquarters (Fall 1987).
F. "Superfund," EPA Headquarters (Fall 1987).
G. "Superfund Glossary," EPA Headquarters (Winter 1986).
H. "State and Local Involvement In The Superfund Program," EPA
Headquarters (Fall 1989).
I. "ATSDR Fact Sheet," U.S. Health and Human Services Agency for Toxic
Substances and Disease Registry (ATSDR).
97. Letter from Michael Jasinski, EPA Region I to Carolie MAJ. Lamer, Concerned
Citizens of Hope (March 26,1990). Concerning transmittal of the attached we!I
sample results from the Johnson, Melanson, Crabtree, Stanley, Chase, and
Guidely residences, and an EPA field audit
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98. Letter from Kymberlee F. Estis, Booz-AUen & Hamilton to John Walker, CDM
Federal Programs Corporation (April 6,1990). Concerning attached Union
Chemical Hotline log.
99. "Articles of Incorporation," Hope's Committee for a Clean Environment
(April 17,1990).
100. Letter from Michael Jasinski, EPA Region I to Marc A. Lappe, Ph.D., Consultant
for the Town of Hope, Carolie MAJ. Lamer, Concerned Citizens of Hope, and
Brian Powers, Hope’s Committee for a Clean Environment (April 23,1990).
Concerning transmittal of the February 1990 "Draft Report - Remedial
Investigation," Canonie Environmental Services Corp. for the Union Chemical
Site Trust.
101. 'Technical Advisor Subagreement," Hope’s Committee for a Clean Environment
and Benjamin Ross, Disposal Safety Incorporated (June 25,1990).
102. Letter from Kymberlee F. Estis, Booz-Allen & Hamilton Inc. to Carolie MAJ.
Lamer, Concerned Citizens of Hope (July 10,1990). Concerning enclosed fact
sheet on the July 1990 "EPA Proposes Cleanup Plan for the Union Chemical Co.,
Inc. Superfund Site," EPA Region I.
103. Letter from Kymberlee F. Estis, Booz-Allen & Hamilton Inc. to Brian Powers,
Hope's Committee for a Clean Environment (July 10,1990). Concerning
enclosed fact sheet on the July 1990 "EPA Proposes Cleanup Plan for the Union
Chemical Co., Inc. Superfund Site," EPA Region I.
104. Letter from Kymberlee F. Estis, Booz-Allen & Hamilton Inc. to Benjamin Ross,
Ph.D., Hope's Committee for a Clean Environment (July 10,1990). Concerning
enclosed fact sheet on the July 1990 "EPA Proposes Cleanup Plan for the Union
Chemical Co., Inc. Superfund Site," EPA Region I.
105. Letter from Michael Jasinsky, EPA Region I to Brian Powers, Hope's Committee
for a Clean Environment (July 24,1990). Concerning discussions at the
July 12,1990 public informational meeting.
106. 'Technical Advisor Subagreement," Hope's Committee for a Clean Environment
and Marc A. Lappe, Ph.D. (July 26,1990).
107. Letter Report from Carolie MAJ. Lamer, Concerned Citizens of Hope
(August 2,1990). Concerning groundwater flow rate under pumping conditions
at the site.
108. 'Technical Advisor Subagreement," Hope's Committee for a Clean Environment
and Beverly Paigin, Jackson Laboratory (August 20,1990).
109. "Petition," Concerned Citizens of Hope (August 23,1990). Concerning citizens'
demands of the State of Maine Department of Environmental Protection, EPA
Region I and all Potentially Responsible Parties.
110. Letter from Michael Jasinski, EPA Region I to Thomas Sims, AFRCE-ER
(September 4,1990). Concerning Mr. Sims' request for information.
111. Letter Report from Carolie MAJ. Lamer, Concerned Citizens of Hope
(September 7,1990). Concerning incinerator testing.
112. Letter from Mary H. Grealish, EPA Region I to Brian Powers, Hope's Committee
for a Clean Environment (September 20,1990). Concerning articles of
incorporation.
113. Letter from the U.S. Department of Health and Human Services Agency for Toxic
Substances and Disease Registry (ATSDR) to Residents of the South Hope area.
Concerning information for the mortality study.
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1. "Final Report - Community Relations Plan," CDM Federal Programs Corporation
(March 21,1988).
2. "Community Relations Plan for Immediate Removal," EPA Region I.
13.3 News Oippings/Prcss Releases
News Clippings
1. "Union Firm, State Working Together On Complicated Chemical Disposal Plan,"
The Courier-Gazette - Rockland, ME (May 1,1979).
2. "Hazardous Waste Plant Application Raises Fears Of Hope Residents,"
The Courier-Gazette - Rockland, ME (October 2,1980).
3. "Waste Firm's Proposed Expansion Draws Fire At South Hope Hearing," Bangor
Daily News - Bangor, ME (October 3,1980).
4. "DEP Recommends To BEP Air Emission Permit Be Granted To Union
Chemical," The Camden-Herald - Camden, ME (October 9,1980).
5. "Petition Opposes Waste Recycling," The Courier-Gazette - Rockland, ME
(October 9,1980).
6. "DEP W ill Recommend License For Union Chemical,” The Courier-Gazette Rockland, ME (October 9,1980).
7. "DEP Staff Backs S. Hope Firm Permit," Portland Press Herald - Portland, ME
(October 9,1980).
8. "Union Chemical President Doesn't See Overwhelming Permit Opposition,"
The Camden-Herald - Camden, ME (October 9,1980).
9. "DEP Approves Union Chemical Incinerator," Bangor Daily News - Bangor, ME
(October 10,1980).
10. "Hope Planning Board To Meet On Union Chemical," The Camden-Herald Camden, ME (October 23,1980).
11. "After Active Response: BEP Postpones Ruling on Union Chemical Co. Air
Emissions License," The Courier-Gazette - Rockland, ME (October 23,1980).
12. "Hearing Deferred on Waste," Bangor Daily News - Bangor, ME
(October 24,1980).
13. "Public Notice - The Hope Planning Board W ill Hold A Meeting at the South
Hope Grange Hall on October 28th at 7:30P.M," The Courier-Gazette Rockland, ME (October 25,1980).
14. "Chemical Film Denied Boiler Permit," Portland Press Herald - Portland, ME
(October 30,1980).
15. "Union Chemical's Permit Refused," Bangor Daily News - Bangor, ME
(October 30,1980).
16. "Union Chemical Is Denied Permit," The Camden-Herald - Camden, ME
(October 30,1980).
17. "Unrealistic Assurances Asked," The Courier-Gazette - Rockland, ME
(November 4,1980).
18. "BEP Grants Air License To Union Chemical Co.," The Camden-Herald Camden, ME (November 13,1980).
19. "Union Chemical Granted Temporary Air Emission license by BEP,"
The Courier-Gazette - Rockland, ME (November 13,1980).
20. "Chemical Recovery Opposed," The Courier-Gazette - Rockland, ME
(November 18,1980).
21. "South Hope Resident Sues Union Chemical Co. Owner," The Camden-Herald Camden, ME (November 20,1980).
22. "Hope Planning Board Down By Two; Esposito Re-submits Application,"
The Camden-Herald - Camden ME (November 27,1980).
23. "Hope Planning Board Back To Full Membership, Hardy Chairman,"
The CourierGazette - Camden, ME (December 4,1980).
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News Clippings
24. "Tensions At The Breaking Point In South Hope," The Camden-Herald - Camden,
ME (December 4,1980).
25. "Something Rotten In Hope, And Elsewhere," The Camden-Herald - Camden,
ME (December 4,1980).
26. "Hope Residents Blame Illnesses On Chemical Plant," Bangor Daily News Bangor, ME (December 5,1980).
27. "Esposito: Neighbors Suing To Close Plant," Portland Press Herald - Portland,
ME (December 5,1980).
28. "South Hope Residents Gather To Discuss Union Chemical Issue,"
The Courier-Gazette - Rockland, ME (December 11,1980).
29. "Lawsuit Seeks Emission Control, Damages From Union Chemical,"
Courier-Gazette - Rockland, ME (December 11,1980).
30. "Union Chemical Sues Hope Board," Portland Press Herald - Portland, ME
(December 12,1980).
31. "Union Chemical Seeks To Void Board Decision," Bangor Daily News Bangor, ME (December 12,1980).
32. "A Chemical Plant Brews Controversy," The Boston Sunday Globe - Boston, MA
(December 14,1980).
33. "No Clue to Pollution in Solvent Reclamation," Bangor Daily News - Bangor, ME
(December 16,1980).
34. "Misconceptions In Hope?," The Courier-Gazette - Rockland, ME
(December 18,1980).
35. "Not A ll One Sided," The Courier-Gazette - Rockland, ME (December 18, 1980).
36. "South Hope Gears Up For Tuesday Night; Union Chemical Application To Be
Pondered," The Camden-Herald - Camden, ME (January 1,1981).
37. ’Toxic Waste Plan Studied In Maine," The Boston Globe - Boston, MA
(January 11,1981).
38. "Waste Rulings' Rejection Pleases Union Chemical," Portland Press Herald Portland, ME (March 11,1981).
39. "Chemical Company Embattled,” Bangor Daily News - Bangor, ME
(April 13,1981).
40. "Board Upholds Union Chemical Building Permit," Portland Press Herald Portland, ME (May 1,1981).
41. "Maine DEP Officials Are Weary Of Complaints On Finn, They Say," Bangor
Daily News - Bangor, ME (May 20,1981).
42. "Hope Plant Exceeds EPA Standards - Chemical Levels Too High,"
The Camden-Herald - Camden, ME (June 4,1981).
43. "Hazardous Waste Study," The Boston Globe - Boston, MA (August 16,1982).
44. "Recycling Hazardous Waste - One-Man Project Becomes A Viable, Vital
Business," Maine Sunday Telegram - Portland, ME (December 19,1982).
45. "Union Says Waste Law Won’t Stand," Portland Press Herald - Portland, ME
(May 20,1983).
46. "Firm Calls Violations Only Technicalities," Maine Sunday Telegram - Portland,
ME (May 20,1983).
47. "EPA Seeks $15K From Union Chcm.," Lewiston Daily Sun - Lewiston, ME
(November 18, 1983).
48. "EPA Fines Chemical Co.," The Courier-Gazette - Rockland, ME
(November 19,1983).
49. "EPA Fines Union Chemical $15,000," The Camden-Herald - Camden, ME
(November 24,1983).
50. "Union Chemical Fights Fine," The Camden-Herald - Camden, ME
(December 8,1983).
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51. "Union Chemical - A Last Minute Reprieve," Maine Times - Topsham, ME
(April 20,1984).
52. 'Town Has Waste Site Problem," The Boston Globe - Boston, MA
(May 13,1984).
53. ''Aftermath At Union Chemical - Maine's Only Hazardous Waste Disposal Facility
Is Closed - Did It Have To Happen," Maine Times - Topsham, ME
(July 19,1984).
54. "Union Chemical Hauls Off Drams," Bangor Weekend - Bangor, ME
(July 21,1984).
55. "Union Chemical Clean Up Begins," The Courier-Gazette - Rockland, ME
(July 21,1984).
56. "400 Barrels Removed - Chemical Cleanup Continues," The Camden-Herald Camden, ME (July 26,1984).
57. "Esposito Says Will Seek Relicensing Of Plant," The Courier-Gazette - Rockland,
ME (September 11,1984).
58. "Private Meeting With DEP Is Denied," The Courier-Gazette - Rockland, ME
(September 13,1984).
59. "Union Chemical Seeks Local Area Support," The Camden-Herald - Camden, ME
(September 13,1984).
60. "Plant Relicensing Possible If Regulations Followed," The Courier-Gazette Rockland, ME (September 18,1984).
61. "EPA Crews Called Sloppy," Portland Press Herald - Portland, ME
(October 10,1984).
62. "Visit Satisfies DEP Officials With EPA's Union Cleanup," Portland Press
Herald - Portland, ME (October 11,1984).
63. "Union Chemical Cleanup - EPA's Work Questioned In DEP Files," Portland
Press Herald - Portland, ME (October 30,1984).
64. "State Wants Explanation Of Barrels," The Courier-Gazette - Rockland, ME
(March 23, 1985).
65. "Plant Owner Says Barrels Pose No Hazards," The Courier-Gazette - Rockland.
ME (March 26,1985).
66. "DEP To Test 400 Barrels At Union Chemical Plant," The Camden-Herald Camden, ME (March 28,1985).
67. "DEP, Esposito Waging Debate Over New Barrels," Portland Press Herald Portland, ME (March 29,1985).
68. "Plant To Get 'Superfund' Cleanup Money," Portland Press Herald - Portland,
ME (March 29,1985).
69. "Maine Plant May Join Dump List," Portland Press Herald - Portland, ME
(March 30,1985).
70. "EPA W ill list Maine Waste Site," The Boston Globe - Boston, MA
(March 30,1985).
71. "Union Chemical On Superfund List," The Courier-Gazette - Rockland, ME
(March 30,1985).
72. "Owner Criticizes Superfund Designation," Portland Press Herald - Portland, ME
(April 3,1985).
73. "Esposito Defends Union Chemical," Bangor Daily News - Bangor, ME
(April 3,1985).
74. "Esposito Blasts Superfund Move," Portland Press Herald - Portland, ME
(April 3,1985).
75. 'Esposito Blasts EPA Action On Union Chemical," The Courier-Gazette Rockland, ME (April 4,1985).
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76. "Road-Entry Permit Needed To Finish Laying Pipe,” Bangor Daily News Bangor, ME (June 20,1985).
77. "Chemical Dispute Still Bums - Barrels At Union Chemical Spark New Calls To
Close It Down," Maine Sunday Telegram •Portland, ME (June 23,1985).
78. "DEP Lawsuit Seeks Forfeiture Of Union Chemical Plant to State," The
Courier-Gazette - Rockland, ME (July 25,1985).
79. "DEP Sues Union Chemical, Seeks Total Removal,” The Camden-Herald •
Camden, ME (July 25,1985).
80. "Union Chemical Owner Sues Three DEP Officials," Portland Press Herald Portland, ME (July 25,1985).
81. "Fence Dispute Caused DEP Forfeiture Action," The Courier-Gazette - Rockland,
ME (July 27, 1985).
82. "Detailed Plan Unveiled For Soil, Water Contamination Cleanup,"
The Courier-Gazette - Rockland, ME (November 5,1985).
83. "DEP Says Union Chemical Cleanup A Long-Term Job," The Camden-Herald Camden, ME (November 14,1985).
84. "Hope Citizens Press State for Answers," Bangor Daily News - Bangor, ME
(January 23,1986).
85. "Hope Group Due Recognition," The Courier-Gazette - Rockland, ME
(May 29, 1986).
86. "Court Orders Closing Of Union Chemical," Portland Press Herald - Portland,
ME (June 6,1986).
87. "Union Chemical Well Drilling Begins," The Courier-Gazette - Rockland, ME
(June 24,1986).
88. "Test Wells Drilled To Determine Contamination At Union Chemical," Bangor
Daily News - Bangor, ME (June 25,1986).
89. "DEP Official Visits Cleanup Site," Portland Press Herald - Portland, ME
(June 25,1986).
90. 'Plant Qeanup Could Reach $2Million," The Courier-Gazette - Rockland, ME
(June 26,1986).
91. "Esposito Blames Neighbors For Prank," Portland Press Herald - Portland, ME
(July 29,1986).
92. "Sugar Found In Tank At Union Chemical Plant," The Courier-Gazette Rockland, ME (July 31, 1986).
93. "Esposito Bids Farewell, DEP Cleanup ContinuesThe Courier-Gazette •
Rockland, ME (August 2,1986).
94. "Esposito Off Union Chemical Site," Portland Press Herald - Portland, ME
(August 5, 1986).
95. "DEP Still Drilling In Hope," Portland Press Herald - Portland, ME
(August 23,1986).
96. "Portland Firm Assists In Union Chemical Qeanup," The Courier-Gazette Rockland, ME (August 26,1986).
97. "Wells Installed At Union Chemical," Portland Press Herald - Portland, ME
(January 8,1987).
98. "Chemical Drum Qean-Up Costs Soar," The Courier-Gazette - Rockland, ME
(January 15,1987).
99. "Waste Worse Than Claimed - Citizens Want Perjury Charges," Portland Press
Herald - Portland, ME (January 17,1987).
100. "Companies May Be Billed For Union Chemical Cleanup," The Courier-Gazette Rockland, ME (May 7, 1987).
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101. "At Union Chemical Site - Waste Contamination May Be Widespread,"
The Courier-Gazette - Rockland, ME (May 7, 1987).
102. "Pollution Risk Estimates Rise," Portland Press Herald - Portland, ME
(May 7,1987).
103. "Public Meeting Called •Union Chemical Danger Underestimated By DEP,"
The Camden-Herald - Camden, ME (May 7,1987).
104. "Toxicologist Says S. Hope In Danger," Maine Sunday Telegram - Portland, ME
(May 10,1987).
105. "Health Risks From The Union Chemical Co. Are Perhaps More Serious,"
Bangor Daily News - Bangor, ME (May 11,1987).
106. "EPA Urged To lis t Hope Site On Superfund Cleanup list," Bangor Daily
News - Bangor, ME (May 13,1987).
107. "Hazardous Waste - Worst He's Seen," Maine Times - Portland, ME
(May 22,1987).
108. "EPA Agrees To Begin Well Testing In Hope," The Camden-Herald - Camden,
ME (June 11,1987).
109. "Waste Problem Plagues Town," The Boston Globe - Boston, MA
(June 21,1987).
110. "Selectmen Receive Letter From EPA On Union Chemical Problem," The
Camden-Herald - Camden, ME (June 25,1987).
111. "Union Chemical Off Superfund, EPA Says Site Work Will Proceed,"
The Courier-Gazette - Rockland, ME (July 23,1987).
112. "Brennan Offers Help On Dropped Waste Site,” Portland Press Herald - Portland,
ME (July 28,1987).
113. "Superfund Exclusion Explained," Portland Press Herald - Portland, ME
(July 31,1987).
114. "Union Chemical Study May Take Two Years," The Courier-Gazette - Rockland,
ME (August 1,1987).
115. "Water Company Tests For Chemical Runoff," The Courier-Gazette - Rockland,
ME (August 1, 1987).
116. "Health To Be Surveyed In South Hope," The Courier-Gazette - Rockland, ME
(August 18, 1987).
117. "EPA: Chemicals In Hope Wells," The Camden-Herald - Camden, ME
(September 17, 1987).
118. "Companies Agree To Aid In Qeanup At Union Chemical," Bangor Daily
News - Bangor, ME (September 18,1987).
119. "Firms To Pay For Qeanup," Portland Press Herald - Portland, ME
(September 18,1987).
120. "Consultant Opposes Water-Use Proposal," Bangor Daily News - Bangor, ME
(September 18,1987).
121. 'Toxicologist Says Hope Contamination Nipped In the Bud,'" Portland Press
Herald - Portland, ME (September 18,1987).
122. "State And Federal Officials Promise More Tests On South Hope Wells," Bangor
Daily News - Bangor, ME (September 23,1987).
123. "EPA Hedges On Well Testing," Portland Press Herald - Portland, ME
(September 23,1987).
124. "Lappe Warns Hope: Plume Moving," The Camden-Herald - Camden, ME
(September 24,1987).
125. "Hope Accuses EPA, DEP of Dragging Feet," The Courier-Gazette - Rockland,
ME (October 24,1987).
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126. "Wells Near Union Chemical To Be Tested For Contamination," Maine Weekend Bangor, ME (October 24,1987).
127. "Esposito Land Auction Set To Recover Losses," The Courier-Gazette Rockland, ME (October 27,1987).
128. "Proposed Settlement Reached In Union Chemical Cleanup," Bangor Daily
News - Bangor, ME (October 27,1987).
129. "Firms Agree To Pay Clean-Up Costs," The Courier-Gazette - Rockland, ME
(October 29,1987).
130. "Government Sues Users Of Union Chemical Dump," Portland Press Herald Portland, ME (November 7,1987).
131. "EPA Hies Suit In Qeanup Case," Evening Express - Portland, ME
(November 7, 1987).
132. "Lawsuit Filed Over Chemical Cleanup," The Courier-Gazette - Rockland, ME
(November 10,1987).
133. "EPA Lawsuit Names Union Chemical," The Camden Herald - Camden, ME
(November 12,1987).
134. "Chemical Site Qeanup Plan Readied," The Courier-Gazette - Rockland, ME
(December 8, 1987).
135. "EPA Well Tests In South Hope Reveal Toxins," The Camden-Herald - Camden,
ME (January 7, 1988).
136. "Union Chemical Contamination Spreading," Bangor Daily News - Bangor, ME
(January 7,1988).
137. "More Wells Show Traces of Pollution," Portland Press Herald - Portland, ME
(January 8, 1988).
138. "Water Pollution Spreads In Hope," Maine Sunday Telegram - Portland, ME
(January 10,1988).
139. "Expert Says Hope Toxins Spreading," Portland Press Herald - Portland, ME
(January 13, 1988).
140. "Uniat Chemical Pollution Worse Than First Expected," Bangor Daily News Bangor, ME (January 13, 1988).
141. ’Pollution Exceeding Estimates," The Courier-Gazette - Rockland, ME
(January 14,1988).
142. "25 Groups Pay $69,000 for Cleanup," Bangor Daily News - Bangor, ME
(January 15,1988).
143. ’DEP Cautious On Latest Chemical Co. Site Report," The Courier-Gazette Rockland, ME (January 16,1988).
144. "Hope Citizens Angry With Town, Union Chemical," Bangor Daily News Bangor, ME (January 18,1988).
145. "Accord Reached On Site Cleanup," Evening Express - Portland, ME
(January 21,1988).
146. "Union Chemical Qeanup To Resume," Portland Press Herald - Portland, ME
(January 21,1988).
147. 'Union Chemical Dumpers Come To Terms With EPA," The Courier-Gazette Rockland, ME (January 23,1988).
148. "Meeting Focuses On Status Of Union Chemical," The Courier-Gazette Rockland, ME (February 20,1988).
149. "EPA, DEP Promise Not To Forget Waste Site," Portland Press Herald Portland, ME (February 24,1988).
150. "Federal Agency To Assess Area Of Defunct Union Chemical Company," Bangor
*
Daily News - Bangor, ME (February 24,1988).
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151. "EPA Installs New Union Chemical Hotline," The Camden-Herald - Camden, ME
(February 25,1988).
152. "EPA Opens Union Chemical Hotline," The Courier-Gazette - Rockland, ME
(March 3, 1988).
153. "EPA Installs Qeanup Hotline," Bangor Daily News - Bangor, ME
(March 3, 1988).
154. "Hazwaste Hotline Set Up," Kennebec Journal - Augusta, ME (March 5,1988).
155. "Don't Drink Water At Crawford Pond, Says EPA,” Bangor Daily News Bangor, ME (March 11, 1988).
156. "EPA To Respond," Portland Herald Press - Portland, ME (March 12,1988).
157. "Agency To Test Waters Feeding Crawford Pond," Bangor Daily News - Bangor,
ME (March 15,1988).
158. "Possibility Of Pond Contamination Is Said 'Overly Cautious' Warning,"
The Courier-Gazette - Rockland, ME (March 15,1988).
159. "ATSDR On Union Chemical: Tests On Off-Site Soils Needed,"
The Camden-Herald - Camden, ME (March 17, 1988).
160. "Broad-Based Panel To Study Effects Of Contamination," The Courier-Gazette Rockland, ME (March 24,1988).
161. "Health Study Plan Urged," The Courier-Gazette - Rockland, ME
(April 2,1988).
162. "DEP OKs Warren Pond Site," Bangor Daily News - Bangor, ME
(April 12, 1988).
163. "DEP Tests Reveal Crawford Clean, Quiggle Shows Heavy Metals Traces,''
The Camden Herald - Camden, ME (April 14,1988).
164. "Union Chemical Listed One Of Terrible Ten'," The Courier-Gazette, Rockland,
ME (April 16,1988).
165. "Waste Site Plans Due For Hearing," Evening Express - Portland, ME
(May 7, 1988).
166. "Waste-Site Tests Reveal Solvents," Portland Press Herald - Portland, ME
(May 7, 1988).
167. "Qeanup Process Continues At Union Chemical Site," The Courier-Gazette Rockland, ME (May 7, 1988).
168. 'DEP Schedules Union Chemical Public Meeting," The Camden-Herald Camden, ME (May 12,1988).
169. "Site Work To Begin At Chemical Company," The Courier-Gazette - Rockland,
ME (May 14,1988).
170. "Chemical Cleanup Set For Fall Start," Portland Press Herald - Portland, ME
(May 20,1988).
171. "Union Chemical Cleanup Creeps Qoser," The Courier-Gazette - Rockland, ME
(May 21,1988).
172. "Hope Cleanup Plans Slowly Taking Shape," Sunday Sun Journal - Lewiston,
ME (May 22, 1988).
173. 'Towns Hire Experts To Untangle Red Tape," Sunday Sun Journal - Lewiston.
ME (May 22,1988).
174. "Union Chemical Plant Again On EPA Priority Cleanup List," Maine Weekend
Bangor, ME (July 16,1988).
175. "Hope Site Proposed For Cleanup list," Portland Press Herald - Portland, ME
(July 16,1988).
176. "Union Chemical Site Again Proposed For Inclusion On Priority List,"
The Camden-Herald - Camden, ME (July 21,1988).
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177. "Union Chemical Company Site Reproposed Onto NFL," Free Press - Rockland,
ME (July 25,1988).
178. "DEP Reports Finding Additional Spills At Chemical Site," The Courier-Gazette Rockland, ME (July 26,1988).
179. "Legislature OKs Water Moratorium," The Courier-Gazette - Rockland, ME
(September 17,1988).
180. "Water Co., Businesses Rap Ponds Bill," The Courier-Gazette •Rockland, ME
(September 22,1988).
181. "One-Year Moratorium On Fish Pond Water Supply Passed In Augusta,"
The Camden-Herald - Camden, ME (September 22,1988).
182. "Security To Tighten In Wake Of Thefts At Union Chemical,”
The Courier-Gazette - Rockland, ME (September 24,1988).
183. ‘Tests For Pond Pollution Yield Minimal Trace Levels," The Courier-Gazette Rockland, ME (September 27,1988).
184. "Water Co. Plan Taps Ponds," The Courier-Gazette - Rockland, ME
(November 12, 1988).
185. "Water Co. Unveils Fish-Hobbs Plan," The Camden-Herald - Camden, ME
(November 17,1988).
186. "Hearing To Brief Public On Union Chemical," The Courier-Gazette - Rockland,
ME (January 21,1989).
187. "Hearing To Take Up Chemical Report," Portland Press Herald - Portland, ME
(January 25,1989).
188. "Meeting Slated To Review Study," The Camden-Herald - Camden, ME
(January 26,1989).
189. "Report Calls Hope Ponds Safe," The Courier-Gazette - Rockland, ME
(January 26,1989).
190. "Canonie: Fish Pond Is Clean," The Camden-Herald - Camden, ME
(January 26,1989).
191. "Work Plan For Union Chemical Site Released," The Camden-Herald - Camden,
ME (February 23,1989).
192. "Union Chemical Plan Lists Next Work Phase," The Courier-Gazette - Rockland,
ME (February 25,1989).
193. "Bill Would Withdraw Water Rights," The Courier-Gazette - Rockland, ME
(April 29,1989).
194. "Water Bill Is Wrong Solution," The Courier-Gazette - Rockland, ME
(April 29,1989).
195. "EPA Orders Clean-Up Cost Recovery," The Courier-Gazette - Rockland, ME
(May 25,1989).
196. "Finns To Pay Clean-Up Costs," The Courier-Gazette - Rockland, ME
(May 27,1989).
197. "Responsible Parties To Fund Union Chemical Cleanup; Esposito Won't Pay,"
The Camden-Herald - Camden, ME (June 1, 1989).
198. "South Hope Site Added To Federal Superfund List," Kennebec Journal Augusta, ME (September 29,1989).
199. "Union Chemical Makes Final Superfund List," The Courier-Gazette Rockland, ME (October 21,1989).
200. "Union Chemical Dump Makes EPA Priority List," Portland Press Herald Portland, ME (October 24,1989).
201. "Federal Aid Available For Hope Clean-Up," The Camden-Herald - Camden, ME
(October 26,1989).

Page 41

13.3

New s Clippings/Press Releases (corn'd.)

News Clippings
202. "Private Consultant To Report To Hope Officials On Ecological Report About
Union Chemical," Bangor Daily News *Bangor, ME (October 31,1989).
203. "Lawyer Urges More Testing At Union Chemical," Portland Press Herald Portland, ME (January 23,1990).
204. "Consultant Disagrees with Study's Conclusions," Bangor Daily News Bangor, ME (January 23,1990).
205. "Lawyer Urges More Testing at Union Chemical," Portland Press Herald Portland, ME (January 23,1990).
206 "Union Chemical Report Doubted," The Courier-Gazette - Rockland, ME
(January 23,1990).
207. 'Testing of Union Chemical Site Recommended," Bangor Daily News Bangor, ME (March 22,1990).
208. "EPA Says Chemicals Moving Through South Hope Bedrock,"
The Courier-Gazette - Rockland, ME (March 24,1990).
209. "Private Test Shows Higher Pollution In Hope's Water," Portland Press
Herald - Portland, ME (March 24,1990).
210. "Former Chemical Plant Owner Denies Polluting," Bangor Daily News - Bangor,
ME (April 16,1990).
211. "Union Chemical Report To Be Topic At Public Hearing," Bangor Daily News Bangor, ME (April 25,1990).
212. "Union Chemical Studies Are Focus Of Meeting," The Camden Herald - Camden,
ME (April 26,1990).
213. "Union Chemical Report Focus Of Meeting May 2," The Courier-Gazette Rockland, ME (April 26,1990).
214. "Study Says Hope Wells Safe," Portland Press Herald - Portland, ME
(May 3,1990).
215. "Canonie Reports Union Chemical Is *NoDanger1," The Camden Herald Camden, ME (May 10,1990).
216. "EPA Confirms Test Results," The Courier-Gazette - Rockland, ME
(May 10,1990).
217. "The U.S. Environmental Protection Agency Invites Public Comment On The
Administrative Record And Proposed Plan For The Union Chemical Company,
Inc. Superfund Site in South Hope, Maine," The Camden Herald - Camden, ME
(July 5,1990).
218. "EPA Reschedules Hope Meeting," The Courier Gazette - Rockland, ME
(July 7,1990).
219. "Hope Qeanup Hearing Thursday," Portland Press Herald - Portland, ME
(July 9,1990).
220. "EPA To Present Plan For Cleanup At Hope," Bangor Daily News - Bangor, ME
(July 11,1990).
221. "Hearing Tonight On Union Chemical Qeanup Plan," The Camden Herald Camden, ME (July 12,1990).
222. "Chemical Cleanup May Take 33 Years," Portland Press Herald - Portland, ME
(July 13,1990).
223. "Site Qeanup Could Take A Generation," The Courier-Gazette - Rockland, ME
(July 14,1990).
224. "An Ounce Of Prevention," The Evening Express - Portland, ME (July 18,1990).
225. "Chemical Cleanup W ill Take Years," The Camden Herald - Portland, ME
(July 19,1990).
226. "Residents Fear Chemical Legacy," Portland Press Herald - Portland, ME
(August 1,1990).
227. "Critics Say Qeanup Proposal Falls Short," Bangor Daily News - Bangor, ME
(August 2,1990).
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228. "Cleanup Plans Draw Scant Comment,” Portland Press Herald *Portland, ME
(August 2,1990).
229. "Citizen Renews Call For Health Testing," The Courier-Gazette - Rockland, ME
(August 4,1990).
230. "Environmental Protection Agency Extends Comment Period On Contamination at
Hope,” Bangor Daily News - Bangor, ME (August 7,1990).
231. "Union Chemical Neighbors Demand Medical Tests,” The Camden Herald Camden, ME (August 9,1990).
232. "Comments Halted On Hope Cleanup," Portland Press Herald - Portland, ME
(August 20,1990).
233. "Hope Residents Flay For Time," Portland Press Herald - Portland, ME
(August 21,1990).
234. "Request Denied For Comment Extension," The Courier-Gazette - Rockland, ME
(August 21,1990).
235. "Let's Not Slow The Qeanup More," The Kennebec Journal - Augusta, ME
(August 22,1990).
236. "Hope Pressures EPA To Allow Experts To Testify," The Camden Herald Camden, ME (August 23,1990).
237. "EPA Grants Extension To Hope," The Camden Herald - Camden, ME
(August 30,1990).
238. "EPA Extends Time For Comment On Union Chemical Plan,"
The Courier-Gazette - Rockland, ME (August 30,1990).
239. "EPA Extends Comment Period," Bangor Daily News - Bangor, ME
(August 30,1990).
240. "Experts Ready Briefs In So. Hope Qeanup," The Courier-Gazette Rockland, ME (September 1,1990).
241. Letter to the Editor "Gift Of Time," The Camden Herald-Camden, ME
(September 6,1990).
242. "Panel Says Cleanup Falls Short," Portland Press Herald - Portland, ME
(September 18,1990).
243. "Hope Qeanup Plan Not Enough, Consultants Say," Bangor Daily News Bangor, ME (September 18,1990).
244. "Experts Say Qeanup Plan Falls Short,” The Courier-Gazette •Rockland, ME
(September 20,1990).
245. "Concerns With EPA Plan Raised,” The Camden Herald - Camden, ME
(September 20,1990).
246. Letters To The Editor "Protect Hope's Ponds" and "Recreational Use Of Fish
And Hobbs Pond," The Camden-Herald - Camden, ME.
247. "EPA: Union Chemical Water Qean-Up Could Be 50 Years."
248. "Concerned Qdzens Of Hope Force The Qose-Down Of Union Chemical," Maine
People's Alliance.
249. "Well Contamination Or Improved Flow."
250. "$400,000 Superfund Allocation - EPA Begins Union Chem. Qeanup,"
The Courier-Gazette •Rockland, ME.
251. "Chemical Boiler Gets DEP Permit," Portland Press Herald - Portland, ME.
252. "Judge Decides - Union Chemical Drum Storage Increased."
253. "EPA Denies Extension For Hope Toxic Waste Study."
254. 'EPA Lengthens Time On Cleanup Plan."
255. "Union Chemical Suit Against Town Only A Defensive Action,' Says Esposito."
256. "Civil Action Against Union Firm Hied Friday At Superior Court"*
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257. "Civil Action Filed Against Esposito.”
258. "Waste Firm Head Sued."
259. "Hope In Hope."
260. "Plant Owner Says Charges Are Lies."
261. ’Toxic Waste Plan Studied In Maine."
Press Releases
262. "Public Notice," WRKD (December 1,1983). Concerning application for
hazardous waste license.
263. "Press Information," State of Maine Department of Environmental Protection
(June 27,1984). Concerning decision to reject license application.
264. "Environmental News," EPA Region I (August 10,1984). Concerning allocation
of $400,000 from Superfund to remove drums and pump storage tanks.
265. "Press Advisory," EPA Region I (August 27,1984). Concerning availability of
EPA representative at the site every Wednesday at 2:00 p.m.
266. "Environmental News," EPA Region I (September 13,1984). Concerning
$12,000penalty for violation of hazardous waste management laws.
267. Press Release, State of Maine Department of Environmental Protection
(October 11,1984). Concerning Commissioner Henry E. Warren's response to
critical press reports and cleanup evaluation.
268. "Press Advisory," EPA Region I (November 5,1984). Concerning press
availability andcompletion of cleanup operations.
269. "Environmental News - Public Meeting to Explain Current and Future Plans for
the Union Chemical Superfund Site Announced," EPA Region I
(July 20,1987).
270. "Environmental News - EPA and theMaine DEP to Hold Public Meeting," EPA
Region I (September 16,1987).
271. "Environmental News - EPA Announces Signing of Administrative Order," EPA
Region I (September 17, 1987).
272. "Environmental News - EPA Files Suit Against Nonsettlers Who Declined to Join
Consent Orders for Cleanup Work," EPA Region I (November 6,1987).
273. "Environmental News - EPA Settles with 25 Additional Parties for Qeanup
Work,” EPA Region I (January 13, 1988).
274. "Environmental News - EPA and the Maine DEP to Hold Public Meeting," EPA
Region I (February 8, 1988).
275. "EPA Starts Hotline,” EPA Region I (March 1,1988). Concerning correction of
the hotline telephone number.
276. "Environmental News - Public Meeting to Explain Plans for theUnion Chemical
Company Superfund Site Announced," EPA Region I (May 6,1988).
277. "Union Chemical Company, Inc. Site Reproposed onto NPL,” EPA Region I
(July 7,1988).
278. "Environmental News - EPA and the Maine DEP Announce Public Meeting," EPA
Region I (January 19,1989).
279. "Environmental News - EPA Releases Draft Plan for Further Field Investigation,"
EPA Region I (February 13, 1989).
280. "Environmental News - EPA Announces Public Informational Meeting," EPA
Region I (April 25,1989).
281. "Environmental News - Responsible Parties to Pay 100Percent of EPA's
Remaining Past Costs," EPA Region I (May 23,1989).
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282. "Environmental News - Nine Sites in Region Named to Superfund Priority List,"
EPA Region I (September 28,1989).
283. "Environmental News - EPA and Maine DEP Announce Public Meeting for Union
Chemical Site,” EPA Region I (April 20,1990).
284. "Environmental News - EPA to Propose Qeanup Plan for Union Chemical
Company, Inc. Superfund Site at Upcoming Public Meeting," EPA Region I
(July 2,1990).
285. "Environmental News - EPA Reschedules Union Chemical Co., Inc. Superfund
Site Public Meeting for Thursday, July 12th," EPA Region I (July 5,1990).
286. "Environmental News - EPA Extends Public Comment Period and Schedules
Additional Public Hearings for the Union Chemical Co., Inc. Superfund Site,"
EPA Region I (July 31,1990).
287. "Environmental News - EPA Confirms Requests for Additional Public Hearings
and Denies Second Extension Request to Public Comment Period for the Union
Chemical Company Superfund Site," EPA Region I (August 17,1990).
288. "Public Notice," Union Chemical Co., Inc. Concerning filed application for a
license to operate a hazardous waste treatment facility.
13.4 Public Meetings
1.

"Statement for Public Meeting on the Report of the Prevalence of Selected Health
Problems Among Residents Laving in the Vicinity of the Union Chemical
Company," State of Maine Department of Human Services
(December 15, 1983).
2. State of Maine Department of Environmental Protection Meeting Agenda, Public
Meeting for the Union Chemical Co., Inc. (November 6,1985) with attached list
of attendees. Concerning remedial action alternatives.
3. "To be Read into Record by CCH Rep. at 9June 1987EPA Region I Meeting,"
Carolie MAJ. Lamer, Concerned Citizens of Hope (June 8,1987).
4. EPA Region I Agenda and Meeting Handout, Public Information Meeting for the
Union Chemical Co., Inc. Site (September 22,1987).
5. EPA Region I Agenda and Meeting Handout, Public Information Meeting for the
Union Chemical Co., Inc. Site (February 23,1988).
6. U.S. Department of Health and Human Services Agency for Toxic Substances
andDisease Registry (ATSDR) Agenda, Draft Health Assessment Public
Meeting for the Union Chemical Co., Inc. Site (March 10,1988).
7. "Draft Public Meeting Summary," CDM Federal Programs Corporation
(March 11, 1988). Concerning the February 23,1988 Public Information
Meeting for the Union Chemical Co., Inc. Site.
8. Cross-Reference: Letter from Marilyn R. DiSirio, U.S. Department of Health
and Human Services Agency for Toxic Substances and Disease Registry
(ATSDR) to A. Mark Woodward, B an gor D a ily N ew s (March 17, 1988).
Concerning the March 10,1988 public meeting, and prevention measures
against potential exposures [Filed and cited as entry number 61 in 13.1
Correspondence].
9. EPA Region I Agenda and Meeting Handout, Public Information Meeting for the
Union Chemical Co., Inc. Site (May 19,1988).
10. "Draft Public Information Meeting Summary," CDM Federal Programs
Corporation (June 27,1988). Concerning the May 19,1988 Public Information
Meeting for the Union Chemical Co., Inc. Site.
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11. "Draft Public Meeting SummaryCamp Dresser & McKee Inc.
(June 27,1989). Concerning the May 3,1989 public meeting.
12. Transcript, Public Hearing for the Union Chemical Co., Inc. Superfund Site
(August 1,1990).
13. Transcript, Public Hearing for the Union Chemical Co., Inc. Superfund Site
(August 23,1990).
14. Transcript, Public Hearing for the Union Chemical Co., Inc. Superfund Site
(August 23,1990).
15. Transcript, Public Hearing for the Union Chemical Co., Inc. Superfund Site
(September 17,1990).
13.5 Fact Sheets
1. "Setting the Facts Straight,” Union Chemical Co., Inc. (February 27,1984).
2. "Union Chemical Site Fact Sheet" EPA Region I (July 20,1984). Concerning
Union Chemical Co., Inc. activities from 1967to 1984.
3. "Progress and Plans," EPA Region I (August 24,1984).
4. "Progress and Plans," EPA Region I (August 29,1984).
5. "Progress and Plans,” EPA Region I (September 7,1984).
6. "Progress and Plans," EPA Region I (September 14,1984).
7. "Progress and Plans," EPA Region I (September 19,1984).
8. "Progress and Plans," EPA Region I (September 27,1984).
9. "Progress and Plans," EPA Region I (October 11,1984).
10. "Progress and Plans," EPA Region I (October 25,1984).
11. "Union Chemical Company," EPA Region I (November 9,1984). Concerning
completion of removal activities on November 8,1984.
12. "Superfund Program Information Sheet," EPA Region I (July 1987). Concerning
summary of activities at the site and announcing the July 30,1987 Public Meeting.
13. "Superfund Program Fact Sheet," EPA Region I (February 1988). Concerning
residential well sampling program, work plan status, and NPL status.
14. "Remedial Investigation/Feasibility Study," EPA Region I (May 1988).
Concerning description of the RI/FS work plan.
15. "Union Chemical Update," EPA Region I (July 1988). Concerning activities
planned for July and August 1988.
16. "Union Chemical Update," EPA Region I (September 1988). Concerning sampling
program.
17. "Initial Site Characterization," EPA Region I (January 1989). Concerning
overview of fieldwork undertaken by EPA and State of Maine Department of
Environmental Protection.
18. ’Tact Sheet - EPA Completes Union Chemical Site Field Investigations," EPA
Region I (March 1990).
13.7 Technical Assistance Grants
1.
2.
3.

Letter from Carolie MAJ. Lamer, Concerned Citizens of Hope to Merrill S.
Hohman, EPA Region I (January 2,1988). Concerning intent to apply for
Technical Assistance Grant
Letter from Carolie MAJ. Lamer, Concerned Citizens of Hope to EPA Region I
(March 7,1988). Concerning request for Technical Assistance Grant application.
Letter from Chris Jendras, EPA Region I to Interested Citizens
(March 31,1988). Concerning availability of Technical Assistance Grant
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4.
5.
6.
7.
8.
9.
10.

11.
12.
13.
14.
15.
16.
17.
18.
19.
20.

Letter from Mary H. Grealish, EPA Region I to Carolie MAJ. Lamer, Concerned
Citizens for Hope (April 28,1988) with attached notice. Concerning response to
tiie March 7,1988 Letter from Carolie MAJ. Lamer, Concerned Citizens of Hope.
"Hope Group to Receive U.S. Grant," Bangor Daily News - Bangor, ME
(May 10,1988).
Letter from Mary Edgerton, Maine People's Alliance to Mary R Grealish, EPA
Region I (May 19,1988). Concerning endorsing the award of Technical Assistance
Grant to Concerned Citizens of Hope.
Letter from Brian Powers, Hope's Committee for a Clean Environment to Mary H.
Grealish, EPA Region I (May 27,1988). Concerning intent to apply for Technical
Assistance Grant
Letter from Mary R Grealish, EPA Region I to Brian Powers, Hope’s Committee
for a Clean Environment (June 7,1988). Concerning response to die
May 27,1988 Letter from Brian Powers, Hope's Committee for a Clean
Environment
Letter from Mary H. Grealish, EPA Region I to Carolie MAJ. Lamer, Concerned
Citizens for Hope (June 16,1988). Concerning transmittal of the May 1988Final
"The Citizens' Guidance Manual for the Technical Assistance Grant Program,"
EPA Headquarters.
Letter from Mary H. Grealish, EPA Region I to Brian Powers, Hope's Committee
for a Clean Environment (June 16,1988). Concerning transmittal of the May 1988
"Final - The Citizens' Guidance Manual for the Technical Assistance Grant
Program," EPA Headquarters.
"Second Committee Emerges to Vie for Clean-up Funds," The Courier-Gazette Rockland, ME (July 2,1988).
Letter from Ursula A. Gillis, Concerned Citizens for Hope to Mary H. Grealish,
EPA Region I (July S, 1988) with attachments. Concerning request to extend the
filing deadline.
Letter from Mary H. Grealish, EPA Region I to Carolie MAJ. Lamer, Concerned
Citizens for Hope (July 15, 1988). Concerning response to the
July 5,1988 Letter from Ursula A. Gillis, Concerned Citizens for Hope.
Letter from Mary H. Grealish, EPA Region I to Brian Powers, Hope's Committee
for a Clean Environment (July 15,1988). Concerning confirmation of receipt of an
application for the Technical Assistance Grant
Letter from Mary R Grealish, EPA Region I to Brian Powers, Hope's Committee
for a Clean Environment (July 28,1988). Concerning the application review
process to take place on August 29, 1988.
Letter from Mary R Grealish, EPA Region I to Carolie MAJ. Lamer, Concerned
Gtizens for Hope (August 11,1988). Concerning confidentiality of the Technical
Assistance Grant applications during the review process.
Letter from Maty H. Grealish, EPA Region I to Brian Powers, Hope's Committee
for a Clean Environment (August 11,1988). Concerning confidentiality of the
Technical Assistance Grant applications during the review process.
Letter from Carolie MAJ. Lamer, Concerned Citizens for Hope to Mary R
Grealish, EPA Region I (August 19,1988). Concerning request for second
extension of application deadline.
Letter from Mary H. Grealish, EPA Region I to Carolie MAJ. Lamer, Concerned
Gtizens for Hope (August 26,1988). Concerning response to the
August 19,1988 Letter from Carolie MAJ. Lamer, Concerned Citizens for Hope.
Letter from Carolie MAJ. Lamer, Concerned Citizens for Hope to Mary R
Grealish, EPA Region I (September 2, 1988). Concerning a notice that the origir
Notice of Intent is still legally active.
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21. "Concerned Citizens," The Camden-Herald - Camden, ME (September 15, 1988).
22. "EPA Assistance Agreement/Amendment Part I - Assistance Notification
Information" Form, EPA Region I (March 19,1990).
23. "Environmental News - Hope Citizens Group Receives Superfund Technical
Assistance Grant," EPA Region I (March 22,1990).
24. "EPA Awards Grant to Hope Committee," Bangor Daily News - Bangor, ME
(March 26,1990).
25. "Hope Receives Grant for Union Chemical Advisor," The Camden Herald Camden, ME (March 29,1990).
26. Letter from Mary H. Grealish, EPA Region I to Brian Powers, Hope's Committee
for a Clean Environment (June 1,1990). Concerning Hope’s Committee for a
Clean Environment's procurement of a technical advisor, die draft technical advisor
sub-agreement, and the incorporation requirements of the State of Maine.
27. 'Technical Advisor Subagreement," Hope's Committee for a C lea n Environment
and Disposal Safety Incorporated (June 25,1990).
13.9 Work Plans and Progress Reports
1.

Letter from Laurie M. Ziegenfus, Booz-Allen & Hamilton Inc. to Michael
Jasinski, EPA Region I (April 8, 1988) with attached messages. Concerning
monthly log of telephone calls received on hotline for February and March 1988.
2. Letter from Laurie M. Ziegenfus, Booz-Allen & Hamilton Inc. to Michael
Jasinski, EPA Region I (May 13,1988) with attached messages. Concerning
monthly log of telephone calls received cmhotline for April 1988.
3. Letter from Elizabeth Feinberg, Booz-Allen & Hamilton Inc. to Michael
Jasinski, EPA Region I (June 29,1988) with attached messages. Concerning
monthly log of telephone calls received on hotline for May and June 1988.
4. Letter from Elizabeth Feinberg, Booz-Allen & Hamilton Inc. to Michael
Jasinski, EPA Region I (September 13,1988) with attached messages.
Concerning monthly log of telephone calls received on hotline for July and
August 1988.
5. Letter from Elizabeth Feinberg, Booz-Allen & Hamilton Inc. to Michael
Jasinski, EPA Region I (December 2, 1988) with attached messages.
Concerning monthly log of telephone calls received on hotline for September and
October 1988.
6. Letter from Kymberlee F. Estis, Booz-Allen & Hamilton Inc. to Michael
Jasinski, EPA Region I (January S, 1989) with attached messages. Concerning
monthly log of telephone calls received on hotline for December 1988.
7. Letter from Kymberlee F. Estis, Booz-Allen & Hamilton Inc. to Michael
Jasinski, EPA Region I (February 7,1989) with attached messages.
Concerning monthly log of telephone calls received on hotline for January 1989.
8. Letter from Kymberlee F. Estis, Booz-Allen & Hamilton Inc. to Karen Stone,
CDM Federal Programs Corporation (March 6,1989) with attached messages.
Concerning monthly log of telephone calls received on hotline for
February 1989.
9. Letter from Kymberlee F. Estis, Booz-Allen & Hamilton Inc. to Karen Stone,
CDM Federal Programs Corporation (April 3,1989) with attached messages.
Concerning monthly log of telephone calls received on hotline for March 1989.
10. Letter from Kymberlee F. Estis, Booz-Allen & Hamilton Inc. to Karen Stone,
CDM Federal Programs Corporation (May 9,1989) with attached messages.
Concerning monthly log of telephone calls received on hotline for April 1989.
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11. Letter from Kymberlee F. Estis, Booz-Allen & Hamilton Inc. to Karen Stone,
Camp Dresser & McKee Inc. (June 12,1989) with attached messages.
Concerning monthly log of telephone calls received on hotline for May 1989.
12. Letter from Kymberlee F. Estis, Booz-Allen & Hamilton Inc. to Karen Stone,
CDM Federal Programs Corporation (August 3,1989) with attached messages.
Concerning monthly log of telephone calls received on hotline for July 1989.
13. Letter from Kymberlee F. Estis, Booz-Allen & Hamilton Inc. to Karen Stone,
CDM Federal Programs Corporation (September 6,1989) with attached
messages. Concerning monthly log of telephone calls received on hotline for
August 1989.
14. Letter from Kymberlee F. Estis, Booz-Allen & Hamilton Inc. to John Walker,
CDM Federal Programs Corporation (October 2,1989) with attached messages.
Concerning monthly log of telephone calls received on hotline for
September 1989.
15. Later from Kymberlee F. Estis, Booz-Allen & Hamilton Inc. to John Walker,
CDM Federal Programs Corporation (November 6,1989) with attached
messages. Concerning monthly log of telephone calls received on hotline for
October 1989.
16. Letter from Kymberlee F. Estis, Booz-Allen & Hamilton Inc. to John Walker,
CDM Federal Programs Corporation (December 7,1989) with attached
messages. Concerning monthly log of telephone calls received on hotline for
November 1989.
17. Letter from Kymberlee F. Estis, Booz-Allen & Hamilton Inc. to John Walker,
CDM Federal Programs Corporation (January 2,1990) with attached messages.
Concerning monthly log of telephone calls received on hotline for
December 1989.
18. Letter from Kymberlee F. Estis, Booz-Allen & Hamilton Inc. to John Walker,
CDM Federal Programs Corporation (March 8,1990) with attached messages.
Concerning monthly log of telephone calls received on hotline for
February 1990.
14.0 Congressional Relations
14.1 Correspondence
1.

2.

3.
4.
5.

Letter from Olympia J. Snowe, Member of the U.S. House of Representatives to
Henry E. Warren, State of Maine Department of Environmental Protection
(June 26,1981) with attachedletter fromDarlene Wellman. Concerning pollution
problem and Quiggle Brook testing.
Letter from Henry E. Warren, State of Maine Department of Environmental
Protection to Olympia J. Snowe, Member of the U.S. House of Representatives
(August 7,1981). Concerning an ongoing monitoring program and
hydrogeological study.
Letter from George J. Mitchell, Member of the U.S. Senate to Lee M. Thomas,
EPA Headquarters (October 28,1985). Concerning request for information
regarding EPA's involvement at the site.
Later from Michael R. Deland, EPA Region I to George J. Mitchell, Member of the
U.S. Senate (November 26,1985). Concerning request for information.
Letter from George J. Mitchell, Member of the U.S. Senate to Michael R. De1and,
EPA Region I (April 28, 1987). Concerning request for a member of EPA
Region I staff to be present at the May 9,1987 town meeting.
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6.
7.
8.
9.
10.
11.
12.
13.

14.
15.
16.
17.

Letter from William S. Cohen, Member of the U.S. Senate to Betsy Home, EPA
Region I (May 5,1987). Concerning transmittal of the attached correspondence.
Letter from George J. Mitchell, Member of the U.S. Senate to Lee M. Thomas,
EPA Headquarters (May 12,1987). Concerning inclusion of site on the National
Priorities list and continuance of die Technical Assistance Grant process.
Letter from George J. Mitchell, Member of the U.S. Senate to James O. Mason,
U.S. Department of Health and Human Services Agency for Toxic Substances and
Disease Registry (ATSDR) (May 12,1987). Concerning a health assessment to be
completed by the 1988deadline.
Letter from Michael R. Deland, EPA Region I to William S. Cohen, Member of the
U.S. Senate (May 27,1987). Concerning acknowledgement of comments from the
Town of Hope citizens regarding their concern aboutpublic health threats from the
site.
Letter from Michael R. Deland, EPA Region I to George J. Mitchell, Member of the
U.S. Senate (May 27, 1987). Concerning summary of responses to issues raised
at the May 9,1987 town meeting.
Letter from Joseph E. Brennan, Member of the U.S. House of Representatives to
Lee M. Thomas, EPA Headquarters (August 12,1987) with attached news
clippings. Concerning listing of site on the National Priorities List
Letter from William S. Cohen and George J. Mitchell, Members of the U.S. Senate
to Lee M. Thomas, EPA Headquarters (September 16,1987). Concerning listing
of site on the National Priorities List
Letter from Lee M. Thomas, EPA Headquarters to George J. Mitchell, Member of
the U.S. Senate (November 6,1987) with die attached September 27,1985
"Chemical, Physical, and Biological Properties of Compounds Present at
Hazardous Waste Sites," Clement Associates, Inc. Concerning listing of site on the
National Priorities List, using RCRA regulations, and defining acceptable levels of
trichloroethylene.
Letter from George J. Mitchell, Member of the U.S. Senate to Lee M. Thomas,
EPA Headquarters (January 22,1988). Concerning the listing of site on the
National Priorities List
Letter from George J. Mitchell, Member of the U.S. Senate to Lee M. Thomas,
EPA Headquarters (June 21,1988). Concerning listing of site on the National
Priorities List
Letter from J. Winston Porter, EPA Headquarters to George J. Mitchell, Member
of the U.S. Senate (August 5,1988). Concerning a response to die June 21,1988
Letter from George J. Mitchell.
Letter from Walter R. Dowdle, U.S. Department of Health andHuman Services
Agency for Toxic Substances and Disease Registry (ATSDR) to George J.
Mitchell, Member of the U.S. Senate (August 21,1989). Concerning evaluation,
presence of contaminants in wells, potential health concern, and need for a mortality
study.

15.0 Freedom of Information Act (FOIA) Management
15.2 Requests
1.

Letter from Benjamin Ross, Disposal Safety Incorporated for Hope's Committce
for a Clean Environment to Evelyn Sullivan, EPA Region I (July 9,1990).
Concerning request for copies of comments provided by EPA to the PRPs on
documents they submitted to EPA.
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15.3 Responses
1.
2.

Letter from Merrill S. Hohman, EPA Region I to Benjamin Ross, Disposal Safety
Incorporated for Hope's Committee for a Clean Environment (August 16,1990).
Concerning denial of FOIA request
Letter from Benjamin Ross, Disposal Safety Incorporated for Hope's Committee
for a Clean Environment to Freedom of Information Act Officer, EPA
Headquarters (September 7,1990). Concerning appeal of denial of FOIA request

16.0 Natural Resource Trustee
16.1 Correspondence
1. Letter from Gordon E. Beckett, U.S. Department of the Interior Fish and Wildlife
Service to Randall Maud, EPA Region I (July 21,1987). Concerning the receipt of
EPA's "Trustee Notification Form."
16.4 Trustee Notification Form and Selection Guide
1.
2.

Letter from Patricia L. Meaney for Merrill S. Hohman, EPA Region I to William
Patterson, U.S. Department of the Interior Fish and Wildlife Service with the
attached 'Trustee Notification Form.”
Letter from Patricia L. Meaney for Merrill S. Hohman, EPA Region I to Sharon
Christophcrson, U.S. Department of Commerce National Oceanic and Atmospheric
Administration with the attached "Trustee Notification Form."

17.0 Site Management Records
17.1 Correspondence
1.
2.
3.

4.

5.

Letter from Clifford H. Goodall, Lund Wilk Scott & Goodall (Attorney for Union
Chemical Co. Inc.) to EPA Regional Loan Coordinator, EPA Region I
(April 8,1980). Concerning the attached April 2,1980 "Application for EPA
Certification Statement for SBA Loans," Union Chemical Co., Inc.
Letter from Jeffrey L. McNelly, Camden and Rockland Water Company to John A.
Krueger, State of Maine Department of Environmental Protection
(December 19,1980). Concerning available hazardous waste files on the water
quality in the Camden-Rockland area.
Letter from George Kaplan, State of Maine Department of Environmental Protection
to Jeffrey L McNelly, Camden and Rockland Water Company
(December 23,1980). Concerning response to December 19,1980 Letter from
Jeffrey L. McNelly, Camden and Rockland Water Company.
Letter from Jeffrey L. McNelly, Camden andRockland Water Company to Edward
M Logue, State of Maine Department of Environmental Protection
(July 31,1981). Concerning drinking water supplies and die July 30,1981
"Hydrogeologic Evaluation and Development of Clean Up Ban fra*Area of
Contaminated Soil," Wright-Pierce for Union Chemical Co., Inc.
Letter from Raymond G. Esposito, Union Chemical Co., Inc. to Henry D. Aho,
State of Maine Department of Environmental Protection (June 14,1985).
Concerning effect of withdrawal of water from Fish Pond on the flow of Quiggle
Brook.
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6.
7.
8.
9.
10.
11.
12.
J3.
14.
15.
16.

17.

Letter Report from Lake Environmental Services of Maine for Hobbs Pond
Association to John James, State of Maine Department of Environmental Protection
(September 13,1985). Concerning review of the Camden and Rockland Water
Company Great Ponds Act permit application.
Letter Report from Wallace W. Hinckley, State of MaineDepartment of Human
Services (October 4,1985). Concerning the withdrawal of water from Fish Pond.
Letter from Roberta N. Staples, Save Fish-Hobbs Pond Committee to John James,
State of Maine Department of Environmental Protection (October 11,1985).
Concerning the attached petition.
Telephone Notes Between Tony Leavitt, State of Maine Department of
Environmental Protection and Brad Caswell (February 24,1986). Concerning
unused production well.
Memorandumfrom Tony Leavitt, State of Maine Department of Environmental
Protection to File (February 28,1986). Concerning February 26
through 27,1986 water sampling trip.
MemorandumfromTony Leavitt, State of Maine Department of Environmental
Protection to File (April 9,1986). Concerning new monitoring well locations.
"Regional Water Study - Mid Coast Maine," Whitman & Howard, Inc. for
Mid-Coast Maine Water Study Commission (December 1986).
"Camden and Rockland Water Company - Priority Pollutant Analysis and Dioxin
Scan for Fish Pond and Grassy Pond," Whitman & Howard, Inc. for Camden and
Rockland Water Company (September 1987).
Letter from Michael Jasinski, EPA Region I to Kenneth A. Jacobson Jr., Camden
and Rockland Water Company (January 13,1988). Concerning transmittal of
summary results for volatile organic compounds detected in residential wells.
Letter from Michael Jasinski, EPA Region I to Jeffrey L. McNelly, Camden and
Rockland Water Company (September 12, 1988). Concerning transmittal of
surface-water and sediment samples and ground water elevation measurements.
Letter from Kenneth A. Jacobson Jr., Camden and Rockland Water Company to
Customer (November 14,1988). Concerning use of Hobbs and Fish Ponds for
additional water supply with the attached:
A. "Camden and Rockland Water Company Information Sheet: Hobbs & Fish
Ponds" (November 1988).
B. Map of Hobbs and Fish Ponds and Surrounding Area (July 13,1988).
Letter from Dana Paul Murch, Stale of Maine Department of Environmental
Protection to Stephen Bost, Member of State of Maine Senate and Herbert Clark,
Member of State of Maine House of Representatives (May 12,1989). Concerning
the moratorium on withdrawal of water from Hobbs and Fish Ponds.

17.2 Access Records
1.
2.

Letter from RebeccaL.Hewett, State of Maine Department of Environmental
Protection to John E. Dority, State of Maine Department (May 27, 1988).
Concerning the installation of monitoring wells in theDepartment of Transportation
right of way on Route 17.
Letter from John A. Blanchard, Township of Hope to Randall Smith, Nashua
Corporation (June 17, 1988). Concerning access to property owned by the Hope
VolunteerFire Department
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3.

Cross-Reference: Letter from Mark J. Leibrock, Canonie Environmental Services
Corp. for the Union Chemical Site Trust to Mr. and Mrs. John Jensen
(September 2,1988) with the attachedform letters sent to the following residents:
A. Dr. and Mrs. Kenneth Guiseley.
B. Ms. Arlene Crabtree.
C. Mr. and Mrs. Elmer Hart
D. Mr. and Mrs. Harold Cushman.
E. Mr. and Mrs. Dana Winchenbach.
F. Mr. and Mrs. Robert Shaw.
G. Mr. and Mrs. Donald Pushaw.
H. Mr. and Mrs. Henry Hastings.
I. Mr. Charles Lawson.
J. Mr. Scott Bissett
K. Mr. and Mrs. Brian Powers.
L. Mr. and Mrs. Gordon Talbot
M. Mr. and Mrs. Charles Martz.
N. Mr. and Mrs. William Bryant
O. Ms. Hope Chase.
P. Mr. and Mrs. Harold Merrifield.
Q. Ms. Sandra MacAvoy.
R. Mr. and Mrs. Steven Bowman.
5.

4.

M r. and M rs. L ew is M e rrifie ld .

T. Mr. and Mrs. Jeffrey Perkins
U. Mr. Dennis Hall.
V. Mr. and Mrs. Albert Hastings.
W. Mr. and Mrs. Neil Fogg.
X. Mr. George Burr.
Y. Mr. Bruce Melanson.
Z. Mr. and Mrs. Dinsmorc.
AA. Mr. and Mrs. Stanley.
Concerning the third quarterly residential well sampling round to be performed on
September 16,1988 (Filed and cited as entry number 12in 3.1 Correspondence].
Letter from David Wright State of Maine Department of Environmental Protection
to James F. Green, Union Chemical Site Trust Fund (October 25,1989) with
attachment Concerning restoration of areas at the Gus Johnson Estate accessed by
Canonie Environmental Services Corporation.

17.4 Site Photographs/Maps
1.

Photographs and Maps, Concerned Citizens of Hope (September 22,1987).

T he oversized records cited in entries num bered 2 through 13 m ay b e review ed by
appointm ent o n ly , at E P A R eg io n I , B o ston , M assachusetts 2
3
4
5

2.
3.
4.
5.
6.

10" X 10" Black and White Aerial Photograph Showing the Union Chemical Co.,
Inc. Site, EPIC Roll 71/030, Frame 262 (May 11,1971).
10" X 10" Black and White Aerial Photograph Showing the Union Chemical Co.,
Inc. Site, EPIC Photo #19078 (May 18,1972).
10" X 10" Black and White Aerial Photograph Showing the Union Chemical Co.,
Inc. Site, EPIC Frame 18804 (May 8,1973).
10” X 10" Black and White Aerial Photograph Showing the Union Chemical Co.,
Inc. Site, EPIC Frame 8926 (April 17,1977).
10" X 10" Black and White Aerial Photograph Showing the Union Chemical Co.,
Inc. Site, EPIC Roll 9060, Frame 52 (May 4,1980).
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7.
8.
9.
10.
11.
12.
13.

10" X 10" Color Aerial Photograph Showing the Union Chemical Co., Inc. Site,
EPIC Roll 84/121, Frame 212 (September 18,1984).
"Site Analysis," The Bionetics Corporation (May 1988).
"Union ChemVCanonie - 87-072 - Inspection of Wells B6 through B14- MDEP"
Video Tape (May 21,1988).
"Union Chemical - EPA Book 1" Photo Album, CDM Federal Programs
Corporation (September 29, 1988).
"Union Chemical - EPA Book 2" Photo Album, CDM Federal Programs
Corporation (September 29, 1988).
"ODW Video Tape Log" Video Tape (August 30,1989).
"Well NFW & Well OPW Video Survey" Video Tape (September 28,1989).

17.5 Site Descriptions/Chronologies
1.
2.
3.
4.

"A Brief Historical and Economic History of Union Chemical Co., Inc.," Union
Chemical Co., Inc. (August 13,1979).
Ooss-Reference: "Union Chemical Site Fact Sheet," EPA Region I
(July 20,1984). Concerning Union Chemical Co., Inc. activities from 1967 to
1984{Filed and cited as entry number 2 in 13J Fact Sheets].
Cross-Reference: "Union Chemical Site Chronological Fact Sheet,"
(February 18,1987) [Filed and cited as pages 10to 14of entry number 1in
2 5 On-Scene Coordinator's Reports].
Cross-Reference: "Union Chemical Company Site Fact Sheet,” State of Maine
Department of Environmental Protection (May 1987) [Filed and cited as Appendix
A of entry number 2 in 3.6 Remedial Investigation (RI) Reports).

17.7 Reference Documents
1.

U.S. Environmental Protection Agency. Office of Communications And Public
Affairs. Glossary Of Environmental Terms And Acronym List (19K-10Q2>1.
December 1989.

17.8 State and Local Technical Records
1. Memorandum from Gerald Bates, State of Maine Department of Environmental
Protection to Steve Groves, State of Maine Department of Environmental Protection
(July 2,1981). Concerning the public water supply.
2. Memorandum from John A. Krueger, State of Maine Department of Environmental
Protection to File (July 7,1981). Concerning air quality complaint at South Hope.
3. Memorandumfrom John A. Krueger, State of Maine Department of Environmental
Protection to File (September 9,1981). Concerning air quality complaint from
Carolie MAJ. Lamer.
4. Memorandum from John A. Krueger, State of Maine Department of Environmental
Protection to File (September 15,1981). Concerning air quality complaint from
Frances Tibbetts.
5. Memorandum from John A. Krueger, State of Maine Department of Environmental
Protection to File (September 23,1981). Concerning air quality at the site.
6. Memorandum from Norman Anderson, State of Maine Department of
Environmental Protection to David A. Dumas, State of Maine Department of
Environmental Protection (April 13,1982). Concerning toxicity assessment of air
emissions.
7. "Ambient Air Monitoring Program," John Fancy Inc. Technical Services
(October 20,1982).

Page 54
17.8

State and Local Technical Records (cont'd.)

8.
9.
10.
11.
12.
13.
14.

15.
16.
17.
18.
19.

20.
21.

Letter from Edward M. Logue, State of Maine Department of Environmental
Protection to Raymond G. Esposito, Union Chemical Co., Inc.
(March 31,1983). Concerning attached results of water samples.
Letter from Clifford H. Goodall, Dyer, Goodall and Zeegers (Attorney for Union
Chemical Co., Inc.) to David A. Dumas, State of Maine Department of
Environmental Protection (March 15,1984). Concerning air emission license and
level of lead emission.
Sample Results (November 29,1984).
Letter from Raymond G. Esposito, Union Chemical Co., Inc. to James Lysen,
State of Maine Department of Environmental Protection (May 31,1985).
Concerning proposal for handling the ground water problem.
Letter from Henry D. Aho, State of Marne Department of Environmental Protection
to Raymond G. Esposito, Union Chemical Co., Inc. (June 3,1985). Concerning
the attached water sample results.
Letter from James Lysen, State of Maine Department of Environmental Protection
to Raymond G. Esposito, Union Chemical Co., Inc. (June 5,1985). Concerning
transmittal of unsolicited proposal.
Letter from Raymond G. Esposito, Union Chemical Co., Inc. to Henry D. Aho,
State of Maine Department of Environmental Protection (June 10,1985).
Concerning State of Maine Department of Environmental Protection's decision
regarding Union Chemical Co., Inc.'s proposal.
Letter from Henry D. Aho, State of Marne Department of Environmental Protection
to Paul L. Gibbons, Calderwood, Ingraham, & Gibbons
(June 11, 1985). Concerning transmittal of attached analytical data.
Letter from James K. Richard, Acheron, Inc. to Rebecca Hewett, State of Maine
Department of Environmental Protection (December 8,1986). Concerning
transmittal of the attached results of the bail well tests performed in the summer of
1986.
Letter from Cynthia M. Kuhns, State of Maine Department of Environmental
Protection to Bill Knowlton, Knowlton Well Drilling (March 10,1988).
Concerning request for information on wells drilled in the vicinity of the Union
Chemical Co., Inc. property.
Letter from Cynthia M. Kuhns, State of Maine Department of Environmental
Protection to Hatch Well Drillers (March 10,1988). Concerning request for
information on wells drilled in the vicinity of the Union Chemical Co., Inc.
property.
Letter from Cynthia M. Kuhns, State of Maine Department of Environmental
Protection to Leonard and Wilfred Cross, Earl A. Cross and Sons
(March 10,1988). Concerning request for information on wells drilled in the
vicinity of the Union Chemical Co., Inc. property.
Letter from Cynthia M. Kuhns, State of Maine Department of Environmental
Protection to'LM. Reilly and Sons, Inc. (March 10,1988). Concerning request for
information on wells drilled in the vicinity of the Union Chemical Co., Inc.
property.
Letter from Cynthia M. Kuhns, State of Maine Department of Environmental
Protection to Brackett and Sons, Inc. (March 10,1988). Concerning request for
information on wells drilled in the vicinity of the Union Chemical Co., Inc.
property.
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19.0 Resource Conservation and Recovery Act (RCRA) Records
19.1 Correspondence
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.
6.
7.
8.
9.

Letter from David W. Tordoff, EPA Region I to Raymond G. Esposito, Union
Chemical Co., Inc. (January 22,1980). Concerning potential for a hazardous
substance spill and the proposed rules for spill prevention.
"Site Visit Report," The MITRE Corporation (January 29,1982).
Letter from Dennis A. Huebner, EPA Region I to Raymond G. Esposito, Union
Chemical Co., Inc. (March 24,1983). Concerning comments on a Hazardous
Waste Permit Application from Union Chemical Co., Inc.
Letter from Conrad O. Desrosiers, EPA Region I to John A. Krueger, State of
Maine Department of Environmental Protection (September 27,1983). Concerning
transmittal of the attached summary of violations.
Letter from Merrill S. Hohman, EPA Region I to John Brochu, State of Maine
Department of Environmental Protection (March 14,1984). Concerning the
program for analysis and monitoring of potential contaminant sources.
Letter from Henry E. Warren, State of Maine Department of Environmental
Protection to Raymond G. Esposito, Union Chemical Co., Inc. (May 25,1984).
Concerning cessation of operation of the incinerator.
Letter from William Walsh-Rogalski, EPA Region I to Clifford H. Goodall, Dyer,
Goodall & Zeegers (Attorney for Union Chemical Co., Inc.) (May 30,1984).
Concerning enforcement actions.
Letter from Raymond G. Esposito, Union Chemical Co., Inc. to Henry E. Warren,
State of Maine Department of Environmental Protection
(May 31,1984). Concerning request to resume operation of incinerator.
Letter from Henry E. Warren, State of Maine Department of Environmental
Protection to Clifford H. Goodall, Dyer, Goodall and Zeegers (Attorney for Union
Chemical Co., Inc.) (June 6,1984). Concerning clean-up proposal and permission
to resume incinerator operation.

19.2 Notification Form - Part A
1.
2.

"Hazardous Waste Permit Application" Form, Union Chemical Co., Inc.
(June 6,1983).
Letter from Perry Cogbum, State of Maine Department of Environmental Protection
to Raymond G. Esposito, Union Chemical Co., Inc. (February 14,1984).
Concerning transmittal of the attachedPart A Application.

19.3 Notification Form-PartB
1.

Cross-Reference: RCRA Part B Application, Union Chemical Co., Inc. [Filed and
cited as an attachment to entry number 1in 19.5RCRA Enforcement Action
Records].

19.4 RCRA Facility Inspection Reports
1.
2.
3.

Memorandum from Catherine McNair, EPA Region I to Robert O'Meara, EPA
Region I (June 2,1982). Concerning the January 13,1982 inspection report
"RCRA Inspection Checklist" Form, EPA Region I (February 2, 1983).
"RCRA Inspection Checklist" Form, EPA Region I (August 10,1983).
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19.5 RCRA Enforcement Action Records
1.
2.
3.

Complaint, In R E :

U n ion C h em ical C o ., In c . P roceeding under Section 3008 o f
the R esou rce Conservation and R eco very A c t, 42 U S .C . S6 9 2 8 , RCRA Docket

No. 821-1045 (November 1,1983) with attached RCRA Part B Application.
Answer to Complaint, In R E : U n ion C h em ica l C o ., In c . Proceeding under Section
3008 o f the R eso u rce Conservation and R eco very A c t, 42 U S .C . S69 28, RCRA
Docket No. 83-1045 (December 7,1983).
Consent Agreement and Order, In R E : U n ion C h em ica l C o ., In c ., Proceeding
under Section 3008 o f the R eso u rce Con servation and R eco very A c t, 42 U S . C .
S6 9 2 8 , RCRA Docket No. 83-1045 (September 6,1984).

Section II
Guidance Documents
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G U ID A N CE DOCUM EN TS
EPA guidance documents may be reviewed at EPA Region I, Boston, Massachusetts.
General and Site-Specific EPA Guidance Documents
1. "Protection of Wetlands (Executive Order 11990), Appendix D," Federal Register (Vol. 42),
1977.
2.

U.S. Environmental Protection Agency. Guidance Manual for Minimizing Pollution from
Waste Disposal Sites (EPA/600/2-78/142), August 1978.

3.

U.S. Environmental Protection Agency. Municipal Environmental Research Laboratory.
Carbon Adsorption Isotherms for Toxic Organics (EPA/600/8-80/023), April 1,1980.

4.

U.S. Environmental Protection Agency. Municipal Environmental Research Laboratory.
Costs of Remedial Response Actions at Uncontrolled Hazardous Waste Sites. April 15,1981.

5.

U.S. Environmental Protection Agency. Office of Ground-Water Protection. Ground-Water
Protection Strategy (EPA/440/6-84/002), August 1984.

6.

U.S. Environmental Protection Agency. Office of Research and Development and Office of
Emergency and Remedial Response. Review of In-Place Treatment Techniques for
Contaminated Surface Soils - Volume 1: Technical Evaluation (EPA/540/2-84/003a),
September 1984.

7.

"National Oil and Hazardous Substances Pollution Contingency Plan," Code of Federal
Regulations (Title 40, Part 300), 1985.

8.

Record of Decision, McKin, Gray, Maine, EPA Region I, Boston, Massachusetts,
July 22, 1985.

9.

Memorandum from William N. Hedeman, Director, U.S. Environmental Protection Agency
Office of Emergency and Remedial Response to Toxic and Waste Management Division
Directors, Regions I-X (OSWER Directive 9280.0-02), August 1,1985 (discussing policy on
flood plains and wetland assessments for CERCLA Actions).

10. Memorandum from Gene Lucero, U.S. Environmental Protection Agency Office of Waste
Programs Enforcement to Addressees ("Director, Waste Management Division, Regions I, IV,
V, VH, and V III; Director, Emergency and Remedial Response Division, Region II; Director,
Hazardous Waste Management Division, Region III; Director, Air and Waste Management
Division, Region V I; Director, Toxics and Waste Management Division, Region DC; Director,
Hazardous and Waste Division, Region X"), August 28,1985 (discussing community
relations activities at Superfund Enforcement sites).
11. Clement Associates, Inc. Chemical. Physical and Biological Properties of Compounds Present
at Hazardous Waste Sites Final Report (OSWER Directive 9850.3), September 27,1985.2
1
12. "National Primary Drinking Water Regulations; Volatile Synthetic Organic Chemicals; Final
Rule and Proposed Rule,” Federal Register (Vol. 50, No. 219), November 13,1985.
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13. Memorandum from J. Winston Porter, U.S. Environmental Protection Agency Office of Solid
Waste and Emergency Response to Addressees ("Regional Administrators, Regions I-X;
Directors, Environmental Services Division, Regions I-X ; Regional Counsels, Regions I-X,
Director, Waste Management Division, Regions I, IV, V, V II, and VIE; Director, Emergency
and Remedial Response Division, Region Q; Director, Hazardous Waste Management
Division, Region IQ; Director, Air and Waste Management Division, Regions II and VI;
Director, Toxics and Waste ManagementDivision, Region DC; Director, Hazardous and Waste
Division, Region X") (OSWER Directive 9850.0-1), November 22, 1985 (discussing
endangerment assessment guidance).
14. U.S. Environmental Protection Agency. Office of Emergency and Remedial Response.
Superfiind Glossary (WH/FS-86-007), Winter 1986.
15. Memorandum from Barry L. Johnson, Associate Administrator, ATSDR to U.S.
Environmental Protection Agency Regional Superfund Programs, June 16,1986, (discussing
ATSDR health assessments on NPL sites).
16. U.S. Environmental Protection Agency. Office of Emergency and Remedial Response.
Mobile Treatment Technologies for Superfund Wastes (EPA 540/2-86/003 (f)),
September 1986.
17. Record of Decision, Kellogg-Deering Well Field, Norwalk, Connecticut, EPA Region I,
Boston, Massachusetts, September 25,1986.
-18. U.S. Environmental Protection Agency. Superfund Public Health Evaluation Manual
(OSWER 9285.4-1), October 1986.
19. U.S. Environmental Protection Agency. Comprehensive Environmental Response.
Compensation, and Liability Act of 1980. as Amended October 17,1986.
20. U.S. Environmental Protection Agency. Office of Solid Waste and Emergency Response.
Test Methods for Evaluating Solid Waste. Laboratory Manual Phvsical/Chemical Methods.
Third Edition (Volumes IA. IB. IC. and II). November 1986.
21. "Hazardous Waste Management Systems; Land Disposal Restrictions; Final Rule,”
Federal Register (VoL 51, No. 216), November 7,1986.
22. U.S. Environmental Protection Agency. Office of Ground-Water Protection. Guidelines for
Ground-Water Classification under the EPA Ground-Water Protection Strategy.
December 1986.
23. Memorandum from J. Winston Porter, U.S. Environmental Protection Agency Office of Solid
Waste and Emergency Response to Regional Administrators, Regions I-X ; Regional Counsels,
Regions I-X ; Director, Waste Management Division, Regions I, IV, V, V II, and V III; Director,
Emergency and Remedial Response Division, Region II; Director, Hazardous Waste
Management Division, Regions HI and VI; Director, Toxics and Waste Management Division,
Region IX; Director, Hazardous and Waste Division, Region X; Environmental Services
Division Directors, Regions L VI, and V II (OSWER Directive 9355.0-19),
December 24,1986 (discussing interim guidance on Superfund selection of remedy).
24. Memorandum from L. M. Thomas, U.S. Environmental Protection Agency to Assistant
Administrators, Associate Administrators, Regional Administrators, and General Counsel,
January 7, 1987 (discussing interim policy for assessing risks of "dioxins" other than
2,3,7,8-TCDD) with attached: U.S. Environmental Protection Agency. Risk Assessment
Forum. Interim Procedures for Estimating Risks Associated with Exposures to Mixtures of
Chlorinated Dibenzo-o-Dioxins and -Dibenzofurans (CDDs and CPFs). October 1986.
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25. CDM Federal Programs Corp. Data Quality Objectives for Remedial Response Activities:
Development Process (OSWER Directive 9355.0-7B), March 1987.
26. CDM Federal Programs Corp. Data Quality Objectives for Remedial Response Activities:
Example Scenario; RI/FS Activities at a Site with Contaminated Soils and Groundwater
(OSWER Directive 9355.0-7B), March 1987.
27. U.S. Environmental Protection Agency. Office of Solid Waste and Emergency Response.
Guidance for Coordinating ATSDR Health Assessment Activities with the Superfund Remedial
Process (OSWER Directive 9285.4-02), March 11,1987.
28. U.S. Environmental Protection Agency. Office of Water Regulations and Standards. Quality
Criteria for Water 1986 (EPA/440/5-86/001), May 1,1987.
29. Memorandum from J. Winston Porter, Assistant Administrator, U.S. Environmental
Protection Agency to Regional Administrators, Regions I-X (OSWER Directive 9285.4-02),
May 14,1987 (discussing final guidance for the coordination of ATSDR health assessment
activities with the Superfund remedial process).
30. "National Primary Drinking Water Regulations - Synthetic Organic Chemicals; Monitoring for
Unregulated Contaminants; Final Rule," Federal Register (VoL 52 No. 130), July 8, 1987.
31. Memorandum from J. Winston Porter, U.S. Environmental Protection Agency Office of Solid
Waste and Emergency Response to Addressees ("Regional Administrators, Regions I-X ;
Regional Counsel, Regions I-X ; Director, Waste Management Division, Regions I, IV, V, vn,
and VDI; Director, Emergency and Remedial Response Division, Region II; Director,
Hazardous Waste ManagementDivision, Regions in and VI; Director, Toxics and Waste
Management Division, Region IX ; Director, Hazardous Waste Division, Region X;
Environmental Services Division Directors, Region I, VI, and V IT) (OSWER Directive
9234.0- 05), July 9,1987 (discussing interim guidance on compliance with applicable or
relevant and appropriate requirements).
32. U.S. Environmental Protection Agency. Office of Solid Waste and Emergency Response.
Additional Interim Guidance for Fiscal Year 1987Record of Decisions (OSWER Directive
9355.0- 21), July 24,1987.
33. Memorandum from Henry L. Longest, U.S. Environmental Protection Agency Office of
Emergency and Remedial Response and Gene Lucero, U.S. Environmental Protection Agency
Office of Waste Programs Enforcement to Waste Management Division Directors, Regions I-X
and Environmental Services Division Directors, Regions I, V I, and V II, August 11, 1987,
(discussing land disposal restrictions).
34. U.S. Environmental Protection Agency. Office of Emergency and Remedial Response. Public
Involvement in the Superfund Program (WH/FS-87-004R), Fall 1987.
35. U.S. Environmental Protection Agency. Office of Emergency and Remedial Response.
Superfund (WH/FS-87-001R), Fall 1987.
36. U.S. Environmental Protection Agency. Office of Emergency and Remedial Response. The
Superfund Remedial Program (WH/FS-87-002R), Fall 1987.
37. U.S. Environmental Protection Agency. Center for Environmental Research Information.
A Compendium of Technologies Used in the Treatment of Harmons Waste
(EPA/625/8-87/014), September 1987.
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38. Record of Decision, Davis Liquid Waste, Smithfield, Rhode Island, EPA Region I, Boston,
Massachusetts, September 29,1987.
39. U.S. Environmental Protection Agency. Office of Solid Waste and Emergency Response.
Office of Emergency and Remedial Response. Interim Final Guidance on Removal Action
Levels at Contaminated Drinking Water Sites (OSWER Directive 9360.1-01), October 6,1987.
40. Memorandum from J. Winston Porter, U.S. Environmental Protection Agency Office of Solid
Waste and Emergency Response to Regional Administrators, Region I-X (OSWER Directive
9834.11), November 13,1987 (discussing revised procedures for implementing off-site
response actions) with attached "Revised Procedures for Implementing Off-Site Response
Actions."
41. U.S. Environmental Protection Agency. Office of Emergency and Remedial Response.
A Compendium of Superfund Field Operations Methods (OSWER Directive 9355.0-14),
December 1987.
42. Record of Decision, Keefe, Epping, New Hampshire, EPA Region I, Boston, Massachusetts,
March 21, 1988.
43. Record of Decision, Cannons Engineering Corporation, Bridgewater, Massachusetts,
EPA Region I, Boston, Massachusetts, March 21,1988.
44. U.S. Environmental Protection Agency. Office of Emergency and Remedial Response.
Superfund Exposure Assessment Manual (EPA/540/1-88/001, OSWER Directive 9285-5-1),
April 1988.
45. Memorandum from Timothy Fields Jr., U.S. Environmental Protection Agency Office of Solid
Waste and Emergency Response to Superfund Branch Chiefs, Regions I-X and OHM
Coordinators, Regions I-X , April 19,1988 (discussing information on drinking water action
levels).
46. U.S. Environmental Protection Agency. Office of Water. Interim Sediment Criteria Values for
Nonpolar Hydrophobic Organic Contaminants (SCD #17), May 1988.
47. Memorandum form J. Winston Porter, U.S. Environmental Protection Agency Office of Solid
Waste andEmergency Response to Regional Administrators, Regions I-X ; Regional Counsel.
Regions I-X ; Director, Waste Management Division, Regions I, IV, V, VH, and VUI; Director,
Emergency and Remedial Response Division, Region II; Director, Hazardous Waste
Management Division, Regions 01and V I; Director, Toxics andWaste Management Division,
Region DC; and Director, Hazardous and Waste Division, Region X (OSWER Directive
9835.1a), May 16,1988 (discussing interim guidance of potentially responsible party
participation in remedial investigations and feasibility studies).
48. U.S. Environmental Protection Agency. Office of Emergency and Remedial Response.
CERCLA (Comprehensive Environmental Response. Compensation, and Liability Act)
Compliance with Other Laws Manual (EPA/540/G-89/006, OSWER Directive 9234.1-01),
August 1988.
49. "Drinking WaterRegulations; Maximum ContaminantLevel Goals and National Primary
Drinking Water Regulations for Lead and Copper, Proposed Rule," Federal Register
(Vol. 53 No. 160), August 18,1988.
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50. U.S. Environmental Protection Agency. Office of Emergency and Remedial Response.
Technology Screening Guide for Treatment of CERCLA (Comprehensive Environmental
Response. Compensation, and Liability Actl Soils and Sludges (EPA 540/2-88/004),
September 1988.
51. Record of Decision, Groveland Wells, Groveland, Massachusetts, EPA Region I, Boston,
Massachusetts, September 30,1988.
52. U.S. Environmental Protection Agency. Office of Emergency and Remedial Response.
Guidance for Conducting Remedial Investigations and Feasibility Studies Under CERCLA
(Comprehensive Environmental Response. Compensation, and Liability Act) (Interim Final)
(EPA/540/G-89/004, OSWER Directive 9355.3-01), October 1988.
53. U.S. Environmental Protection Agency. Office of Emergency and Remedial Response.
Guidance on Remedial Actions for Contaminated Ground Water at Superfund Sites
(EPA/540/G-88/G03, OSWER Directive 9283.1-2), December 1988.
54. U.S. Environmental Protection Agency. Office of Emergency andRemedial Response.
Guidance on Remedial Actions for Contaminated Ground Water at Superfund Sites
(EPA/540/G-88/003), December 1988.
55. Memorandum from Don. R. Clay, Assistant Administrator, U.S. Environmental Protection
Agency Office of Solid Waste and Emergency Response to Waste ManagementDivision
Directors, Regions I-X and Regional Counsel, Regions I-X (OSWER Directive 9234.1-06),
December 27,1988 (discussing applicability of land disposal restrictions to RCRA and
CERCLA ground water treatment reinjection; Superfund management review: recommendation
No. 26).
56. Memorandum from Bruce M Diamond, U.S. Environmental Protection Agency Office of
Waste Programs Enforcement et al. to Addressees ("Directors, Waste Management Division,
Regions 1, IV, V II, VH1; Director, Emergency and Remedial Response Division, Region II;
Directors, Hazardous Waste Management Division, Regions IQ, V I; Director, Toxic and Waste
Management Division, Region IX ; Director, Hazardous Waste Division, Region X"),
February 9,1989 (discussing interim final guidance on soil ingestion rates).
57. Interagency Cooperative Publication. Federal Manual for Identifying and Delineating
Jurisdictional Wetlands. January 1989.
58. Solarchcm Environmental Systems. Ravox - The Advanced Water Decontamination System
February 15,1989.
59. U.S. Environmental Protection Agency. Office of Solid Waste and Emergency Response.
A Guide on Remedial Actions for Contaminated Ground Water (OSWER Directive
9283.1-2FS), April 1989.
60. U.S. Environmental Protection Agency. Risk Reduction Engineering Laboratory. Technology
Evaluation Report: SITE Program Demonstration Test Terra Vac In Situ Vacuum Extraction
System Groveland. Massachusetts. Volume I (EPA/540/5-89/003a), April 1989.
61. Memorandum from Jonathan Z. Cannon to Regional Administrators, Regions I-X (OSWER
Directive 9347.1-02), April 17,1989 (discussing policy for Superfund compliance with the
RCRA land disposal restrictions).
62. U.S Environmental Protection Agency. Office of Health and Environmental Assessment.
Exposure Factors Handbook (EPA/600/8-89/043), March 1989.
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63. U.S. Environmental Protection Agency. Office of Solid Waste and Emergency Response.
ARARs Os & A's (OERR 9234.2-01FS), May 1989.
64. "National Primary and Secondary Drinking Water Regulations; Proposed Rule,"
Federal Register (VoL 54 No. 97), May 22,1989.
65. U.S. Environmental Protection Agency. Office of Solid Waste and Emergency Response.
Land Disposal Restrictions: Summary of Requirements. June 1989.
66. U.S. Environmental Protection Agency. Risk Assessment Work Group, Region L
Supplemental Risk Assessment Guidance for the Superfund Program (Draft Final1
(EPA/901/5-89/001), June 1989.
67. Memorandum from Henry L. Longest n, U.S. Environmental Protection Agency Office of
Emergency and Remedial Response and Bruce M. Diamond, U.S. Environmental Protection
Agency Office of Waste Programs Enforcement to Addressees ("Director, Waste Management
Division, Regions I, IV , V, VII, and VIE; Director, Emergency and Remedial Response
Division, Region II; Director, Hazardous Waste Management Division, Regions ED, VI, and
X; Director, Hazardous Waste Division, Region X"), June 4,1990 (discussing Superfund
Responsiveness Summaries).
68. Memorandum from Henry L. Longest II, U.S. Environmental Protection Agency Office of
Emergency and Remedial Response to Directors, Waste Management Division, Regions I, IV ,
V, VII, vm et al. (OSWER Directive 9347.2-01), June 5,1989 (discussing land disposal
restrictions as relevant and appropriate).
69. Memorandum from Henry L. Longest II and Gerald Emison, EPA Headquarters to Addressees
("Regional Waste Management Division Directors; Regional Superfund Branch Chiefs;
Regional Air Division Directors; Regional Air Branch Chiefs; OERR Division Directors;
OAQPS Division Directors") (OSWER Directive 9355.0-28), June 15,1989 (discussing
control of air emissions from air strippers).
70. U.S. Environmental Protection Agency. Office of Emergency and Remedial Response.
Interim Final Guidance on Preparing Superfund Decision Documents (OSWER Directive
9355.3-02), July 1989.
71. U.S. Environmental Protection Agency. Office of Solid Waste and Emergency Response.
Superfund LDR Guide #1. Overview of RCRA Land Disposal Restrictions fLDRsl rOSWER
Directive 9347.3-01FS), July 1989.
72. U.S. Environmental Protection Agency. Office of Solid Waste and Emergency Response.
Superfund LDR Guide #2. Complying With the California List Restrictions Under Land
Disposal Restrictions (LDRs) (OSWER Directive 9347.3-02FS), July 1989.
73. U.S. Environmental Protection Agency. Office of Solid Waste and Emergency Response.
Superfund LDR Guide #3. Treatment Standards and Minimum Technology Requirements
Under Land Disposal Restrictions (LDRs! (OSWER Directive 9347.3-03FS), July 1989.
74. U.S. Environmental Protection Agency. Office of Solid Waste and Emergency Response.
Superfund LDR Guide #4. Complying With the Hammer Restrictions Under Land Disposal
Restrictions fLDRsl (OSWER Directive; 9347.3-04FS), July 1989.
75. U.S. Environmental Protection Agency. Office of Solid Waste and Emergency Response.
Superfund LDR Guide #5. Determining When Land Disposal Restrictions (LDRsl Are
A pplicable to CERCLA Response Actions. (OSWER Directive; 9347.3-05FS), July 1989.
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76. U.S. Environmental Protection Agency. Office of Solid Waste and Emergency Response.
Superfund LDR Guide #6A. Obtaining a Soil and Debris Treatability Variance for Remedial
Actions. (OSWER Directive: 9347.3-06FS), July 1989.
77. "Protection of Environment," Code of Federal Regulations Title 40, Parts 190-299, Revised as
of July 1,1989.
78. Memorandum from Louis F. Gitto, U.S. Environmental Protection Agency Air, Pesticides,
and Toxic ManagementDivision to Merrill S. Hohman, Waste ManagementDivision Director,
July 13,1989 (discussing the attached OSWER Directive 9355.0-28, Air Stripper Control
Guidance).
79. "National Primary and Secondary Drinking Water Regulations; Synthetic Organic Chemicals
and Inorganic Chemicals; Proposed Rule," Federal Register (Vol. 55, No. 43), July 25,1990.
80. U.S. Environmental Protection Agency. Office of Solid Waste and Emergency Response.
CERCLA (ComprehensiveEnvironmental Response. Compensation, and Liability Actl
Compliance with Other Laws Manual - Part II: Clean Air Act and Other Environmental Statutes
and State Requirements (EPA/540/G-89/009, OSWER Directive 9234.1-02), August 1989.
81. U.S. Environmental Protection Agency. Office of Solid Waste and Emergency Response.
Stale and Local Involvement in the Superfund Program (9375.5-01/FS), Fall 1989.
82. U.S. Environmental Protection Agency. Office of Emergency and Remedial Response.
Evaluation of Ground Water Extraction Remedies. Volume 1. Summary Report
(EPA/540/2-89/054), September 1989.
83. Record of Decision, Wells G & H, Woburn, Massachusetts, EPA Region I, Boston,
Massachusetts, September 14,1989.
84. Record of Decision, So. Municipal, Peterborough, New Hampshire, EPA Region I, Boston,
Massachusetts, September 27,1989.
85. Record of Decision, Kellogg-Deering Well Field, Norwalk, Connecticut, EPA Region I,
Boston, Massachusetts, September 29,1989.
86. U.S. Environmental Protection Agency. Office of Solid Waste and Emergency Response.
CERCLA Compliance with Other Laws Manual - RCRA ARARs: Focus and Closure
Requirements (OSWER Directive 9234.2-04), October 1989.
87. U.S. Environmental Protection Agency. Office of Solid Waste and Emergency Response.
Determining Soil Response Action Level Based on Potential Contaminant Migration to Ground
Water A Compendium of Examples (EPA/540/2-89/057), October 1989.
88. U.S. Environmental Protection Agency. Office of Solid Waste and Emergency Response.
Ground Water Issue - Performance Evaluation of Pumo-and-Treat Remediations
(EPA/540/4-89/005), October 1989.
89. Memorandum from Henry L. Longest n, U.S. Environmental Protection Agency Office of
Emergency and Remedial Response and Bruce M. Diamond, U.S. Environmental Protection
Agency Office of Waste Programs Enforcement to Addressees ("Director, Waste Managemen;
Division, Regions I, IV , V, VII, and VUI; Director, Emergency and Remedial Response
Division, Region II; Director, Hazardous Waste Management Division, Regions ID, VI, and
X ; Director, Hazardous Waste Division, Region X; Regional Counsels, Region I - X”),
October 10,1990 (discussing suggested ROD language for various groundwater remediation
options).

Page

64

90. Memorandum from Jonathan Z. Cannon, EPA Headquarters to Regional Directors
(October 18, 1989). Concerning considerations in ground water remediation at Superfund
sites.
91. U.S. Environmental Protection Agency. Office of Solid Waste and Emergency Response.
The Superfund Innovative Technology Evaluation Program: Technology Profiles
(EPA/540/5-89/013), November 1989.
92. "Risk Assessment Forum Report on Toxicity Equivalency Factors for Chlorinated
Dibenzo-p-Dioxins and Dibenzofurans," Federal Register (Vol 54, No. 214),
November 7,1989.
93. U.S. Environmental Protection Agency. OSWER Directive Initiation Request Analysis of
Treatability Data for Soil and Debris: Evaluation of Land Ban Impact on Use of Superfund
Treatment Technologies (OSWER Directive 9380.3-04), November 30,1989.
94. U.S. Environmental Protection Agency. Office of Emergency and Remedial Response. Risk
Assessment Guidance for Superfund - Volume I: Human Health Evaluation Manual
(Part A - Interim Final) (EPA/540/1-89/002), December 1989.
95. U.S. Environmental Protection Agency. Office of Solid Waste and Emergency Response.
Superfund LDR Guide #7. Determining When Land Disposal Restrictions (LDRsl are Relevant
and Appropriate to CERCLA Response Actions. (OSWER Directive 9347.3-08FS),
December 1989.
96. U.S. Environmental Protection Agency. Office of Solid Waste and Emergency Response.
CERCLA Compliance with Other Laws Manual - CERCLA Compliance with State
Requirements (OSWER Directive 9234.2-05/FS), December 1989.
97. U.S. Environmental Protection Agency. Office of Solid Waste and Emergency Response.
CERCLA Compliance with Other Laws Manual - Overview of ARARs - Focus on ARAR
Waivers (Publication 9234.2-03/FS), December 1989.
98. U.S. Environmental Protection Agency. Risk Reduction Engineering Laboratory. Technology
Evaluation Report SITE Program Demonstration of the Ultrox International Ultraviolet
Radiation/Oxidation Technology (EPA/540/5-89/012), January 1990.
99. U.S. Environmental Protection Agency. Risk Reduction Engineering Laboratory. Handbook
on In Situ Treatment of Hazardous Waste-Contaminated Soils (EPA/540/2-90/002),
January 1990.
100. U.S. Environmental Protection Agency. Risk Engineering Laboratory. Project Summary State of Technology Review: Soil Vapor Extraction Systems (EPA/600/S2-89/024),
January 1990.
101. U.S. Environmental Protection Agency. Office of Solid Waste and Emergency Response.
CERCLA Compliance with Other Laws Manual - CERCLA Compliance with the CWA and
SDWA (OSWER Directive 9234.2-06/FS), February 1990.
102. U.S. Environmental Protection Agency. Office of Research and Development Basics of
Pump-and-Treat Ground-Water Remediation Technology. (EPA/600/8-90/003), March 1990.
103. "National Oil and Hazardous Substances Pollution Contingency Plan," Federal Register
(Vol. 55, No. 46), March 8,1990.
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104. "A Field Evaluation of the UV/Oxidadon Technology to Treat Contaminated Groundwater,"
HMC. March/April 1990.
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TABLE |
SUMMARY OF SOIL SAMPLING RESULTS
UNION CHEMICAL SITE

Chemical
1.1,1-TRICHLOROETHANE
1,1,2.2-TETRACHLOROETHANE
1,1-DICHLOROETHANE
1.1 -DICHLOROETHYLENE
TRICHLOROETHYLENE
1,2-DICHLOROETHANE
1,2-DICHLOROETHYLENE-CIS
1,4-DICHLOROBENZENE
2-BUTANONE
2-METHYLNAPHTALENE
ACETONE
ANTIMONY
ARSENIC
BENZO(A)ANTHRACENE
BENZO(A)PYRENE
BENZO(B)FLUORANTHENE
BENZO(G.H,l)PERYLENE
BENZO(K)FLUORANTHENE

Lowest
Concentration
Detected
(ppm)

Highest '
Concentration
Detected
(ppm)

Location of
Highest
Concentration

/ 420
1 420
/ 420
/ 420
/ 419

0.020
2.7
0.020
0.020
0.020

490
2.7
1.3
4.1
46

N210E210
N240E360
N240E450
N120E120
N240E380

0.052
0022 ^
0.021V
0.027 V
0.041

2
37
1
2
2

/
/
/
/
/

420
355
418
198
72

0.041
0.020
0.56
,0:67

0.46
d f\
o jf *
12
1.6

N270Ek)0
N260E140
N180E480
N215E150
N210E360

1 ?
V
80
2
2

V
f
/
/
/

i
96
98
72
72

0.21
10
5.0
0.38
0.58

15
10
55
0 j41
0.61

3 / 72
2 / 72
2 / 72

0.78
050
0.42

0.83
0.54
0.51

Frequency
of Defection
145
1
48
30
110

Page t of 3

Range of Detection
Geometric
Mean
Limits for ND Samples
Concentration
(ppm)
(ppm)
Highest
Lowest
25
50
50
50
50

0.0050
0.0050
0.0050
0.0050
0.0050

0.022
0.018
0.020
0.483
0.190

50
25
25
1000
1.65

0.0050
0.020
0.0200
0.025
0.33

N215E150
N180E180
MW-4(S)
POWERS
HASTINGS

0.100
2.816
7.712
0.187
0.189

50
6.0
5.0
1.65
1.65

0.0050
5.0
0.10
0.33
0.33

N300E60
POWERS
HASTINGS

0.193
0.188
0.187

1.65
1.65
1.65

0.33
0.33
0.33
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TABLE \
SUMMARY OF SOIL SAMPLING RESULTS
UNION CHEMICAL SITE
Continued
Range of Detection
Geometric
Limits for ND Samples
Mean
Concentration
(ppm)
(ppm)
Highest
Lowest

Frequency
of Detection

Lowest
Concentration
Detected
(ppm)

Highest '
Concentration
Detected
(ppm)

Location of
Highest
Concentration

BIS(2-ETHYLHEXYL)PHTHALATE
BUTYL BENZYL PHTHALATE

11 / 72
1 / 72

0.39
0.59

66
0.59

N210E210
CSB1

CADMIUM
CHLOROBENZENE
CHROMIUM
CHRYSENE
DI-N-BUTYLPHTHALATE

1
2
96
2
2

2.0
4.0
10
0.71
0.37

2.0
12
105
0.722*

N150E120
CSBV^
N150E%0
powelfe
CSB1

0.484 ^
0.022
25.182
0.190
0.190

COPPER
CYANIDE
ETHYLBENZENE
FLUORANTHENE
FREON 113

96 / 96
7 / 49
71/425

131
18
626
1.7

25.280
0.752
0.108

92

MW-4(S)
N235E250
N210E210
POWERS
N125E225

INDENO-(1 ,2.3-CD)-PYRENE
ISOPHORONE
LEAD
METHYLENE CHLORIDE
NAPHTHALENE

2
10
94
48
2

0.45
16
219
5.7
1.1

POWERS
N210E210
POWERS
N240E450
N210E210

Chemical

/
/
/
/
/

98
418
98
72
72

<7*2

w*r 137
/
/
/
/
/

72
72
98
420
72

70 L
2: r v
0.044
0.40
0.025
0.43
0.44
5.2
0.020
0.87

0.247

1.65
1.65

0.33
0.33

1.0
50
0.10
1.65
1.65

0.10
0.0200
0.10
0.33
0.33

•

•

0.025

1.0
20
1.65
25

1.0
0.0050
0.33
0.025

0.187
0.247
15.633
0.027
0.191

1.65
1.65
5.0
50
1.65

0.33
0.33
0.10
0.0050
0.33

om t ?
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TABLE I
SUMMARY OF SOIL SAMPLING RESULTS
UNION CHEMICAL SITE
Continued

Chemical
PC B-1232
PHENANTHRENE
NICKEL
PYRENE
SELENIUM

Lowest
Concentration
Detected
(ppm)

Highest '
Concentration
Detected
(ppm)

18
72
96
72
98

0.16
0.72
7.29
0.85
2.0

0.16
1.1
65
1.2
2.0

N215E295
POWERS
N150E330
POWERS
N120E900
'V

0.049
0.1 9 1 ^
19.8$J^
0.195
0.484

/ 419
1 424
/ 419
/ 419
/ 425

0.020
0.027
0.034
4*020
00%
>

60Q

CSB©
N195E150
N200E230
N160E450
N210E210
MW-4(S)

Frequency
of Detection
1
2
94
3
1

/
/
/
/
/

TETRACHLOROETHYLENE
TOLUENE
TRANS-1,2-DICHLOROETHENE
TRICHLOROFLUOROMETHANE
XYLENE

100
169
1
14
110

ZINC

*3)6% 96

o.$*r*
12
3600

21

452

Pag.
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Location of
Highest
Concentration

Geometric
Range of Detection
Mean
Limits for ND Samples
Concentration
(ppm)
(ppm)
Highest
Lowest
0.8
1.65
5.0
1.65
1.0

0.080
0.33
5.0
0.33
0.10

0.041
0.183
0.021
0.023
0.173

50
20
50
50
25

0.0050
0.0050
0.0050
0.0050
0.0050

65.130

•

-
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TABLE 3L
SUMMARY OF GROUND WATER SAMPLING RESULTS
UNION CHEMICAL SITE

Chemical

Frequency
of Detection
/
/
/
/
/

Lowest
Concentration
Detected
(ppm)

Highest
Concentration
Detected
(ppm)

1,1,1-TRICHLOROETHANE
1,1,2 TRICHLOROETHANE
1,1 -DICHLOROETHANE
1,1-DICHLOROETHYLENE
TRICHLOROETHYLENE

45
2
79
49
61

137
137
137
137
137

0.0005
0.061
0.0005
0.0007
0.0005

73
0.080
12
2.7
84

1,2-DICHLOROETHANE
1,2-DICHLOROETHYLENE-CIS
1,3-DICHLOROBENZENE
2-BUTANONE
2-METHYLNAPHTALENE

5 / 137
32 / 91
21 125
10 / 69
1 / 48

0.0006
0.0005
0.0059
0.0205
*O>027

0.080
- 19

Location of
Highest
Concentration
B-6B(f)
B-8B(I)
B-9A(D)
B-9A(D)
B-9B(I)

Geometric
Range of Detection
Mean
Limits for ND Samples
(ppm)
Concentration
(ppm)
Highest
Lowest
0.0065
0.0027
0.Q193
dc*>64
OOlfe

0.50
5.0
5.0
5.0
0.050

0.0005
0.0005
0.0005
0.0005
0.0005

0.027

B$A(S)
MW-15(D)
MW-15(D) .
B-12C(S)
B-12B(1)

0.0027
0.0078
0.0027
0.0531
0.0051

5.0
5.0
5
20
0.010

0.0005
0.0005
0.0005
0.0005
0.0050

0.0060
0.19
0.021
0.0090
0.0007

0.025
0.59
0.025
0.009
0.037

B-1B(S)
B-13C(S)
B-5B(S)
MW-15(D)
B-2B(S)

0.0077
0.0059
0.0027
0.0028
0.0036

0.010
0.010
5.0
5
5.0

0.0050
0.0050
0.0005
0.0005
0.0005

0.0012
0.0070
0.0070
0012
0 0010

0.77
0.037
0.26
0028
27

B-12C(S)
MW-13A(D)
B-14C(S)
B-13B(I)
B-3A(S)

0.0033
0.0049
0 0249
0.0052
0 0087

5.0
0.050
0.050
0010
50

0.0005
0.0050
00050
0010
00005

P H l5

I* ife

&
ARSENIC
BIS(2-ETHYLHEXYL)PHTHALATE
CARBON TETRACHLORIDE
CHLOROBENZENE
CHLOROETHANE
CHLOROFORM
CHROMIUM
COPPER
CYANIDE
ETMYinCNZENE

~ ~ M 9 / 118

1 48

\ j2

/ 137
1 / 123
5 / 137
18
5
9
4
22

/ 137
/ 118
i 165
/ 104
/ 137

CanonieErwironmenial

TABLE a

SUMMARY OF GROUND WATER SAMPLING RESULTS
UNION CHEMICAL SITE
(Continued)

Frequency
of Detection

Lowest
Concentration
Detected
(ppm)

Highest
Concentration
Detected
(ppm)

CYANIDE
ETHYLBENZENE

4 / 104
22 / 137

0.012
0.0010

0.028
2.7

B-13B0)
B-3A(S)

FREON 113
ISOPHORONE
LEAD
METHYLENE CHLORIDE
NICKEL

10
8
18
20
4

45
48
121
137
118

0.10
0.034
0.005
0.0006
^ 0 .0 5 5

17
0.32
<50.027

M\%13A(D)
B-12A(D)

4 / 137
< " > 4 / 137
\ J 2 / 98
2 / 136
1 1 137

0.0050
0.0006
1.7
0.0007
0.0076

0.15
4.4
8.5
0.0014
0.0076

1 84
1 165

0.0038
0.022

80
0.27

Chemical

TETRACHLOROETHYLENE
TOLUENE
TRANS-1,2-DICHLOROETHENE
TRICHLOROFLUOROMETHANE
VINYL CHLORIDE
XYLENE
ZINC

21
26

/
/
/
/
/

Location of
Highest
Concentration

B-6B(I)
B-9B(I)
MW-14(S)
MW-15(D)
MW-15(D)
RESWELL-2
B-8B0)
B-6B(I)
NPW

Geometric
Range of Detection
Mean
Limits for ND Samples
Concentration
(ppm)
(ppm)
Highest
Lowest
00056
0.<X»7

0.010
50

0.010
0.0005

0.0156
0.0083
0.0030
0.0036
0.0248

5.0
0.010
0.005
5.0
0.050

0.0005
0.010
0.0020
0.0005
0.010

0.0027
0.0088
0.0025
0.0026
0.0038

5.0
50
5.0
5.0
5.0

0.0005
0.0005
0.0005
0.0005
0.0005

0.0356
0.0299

50
0.060

0.0005
0.040

CanonleErwironnfilial

TABLE

3

SUMMARY OF SURFACE W ATER SAMPLING RESULTS
UNION CHEMICAL SITE

Frequency
of Detection

Lowest
Concentration
Detected
(ppm)

Highest
Concentration
Detected
(ppm)

Location of
Highest
Concentration

Geometric
Mean
Concentration
(ppm)

1,1,1 -TRICHLOROETHANE
1,1-DICHLOROETHANE

3/ 23
3/ 23

0.0006
0.0007

0.0270
0.0160

WT-1W
WT-1W

0.0003
*o#bo3

0.0005
0.0005

0.0005
0.0005

TRICHLOROETHYLENE
1,2-DICHLOROETHYLENE-CIS

1 / 23
41 23

0.0007
0.0007

0.0007
0.0047

yw-iw
* C w t *i w

V
0.0003
0.0003

0.0005
0.0005

0.0005
0.0005

ARSENIC
FREON 113

1 / 23
3/ 11

0.0100
0.0006

CPW
WT-1W

0.0052
0.0004

0.0100
0.0005

0.0100
0.0005

LEAD
METHYLENE CHLORIDE

1 / 23
2/ 23

^0110

0.0110

0.0016

0.0021

NWC
CPW

0.0027
0.0003

0.0050
0.0005

0.0050
0.0005

TETRACHLOROETHYLENE

1 / 23
3/ 30

0.0011
0.0210

0.0011
0.0600

WT-1W
NWC

0.0003
0.0255

0.0005
0.0500

0.0005
0.0200

Chemical

ZINC

.0.0100
)30

Range of Detection
Limits for ND Samples
(ppm)
Highest
Lowest

CanonieEnvircnmental
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TABLE 14SUMMARY OF SEDIMENT SAMPLING RESULTS
UNION CHEMICAL SITE

Chemical

Frequency
of Detection

Lowest
Concentration
Detected
(ppm)

Highest
Concentration
Detected
(ppm)

Concentration

Location of
Highest

Geometric
Range of Detection
Mean
Limits for ND Samples
Concentration
(ppm)
(ppm)
Highest
Lowest

ANTIMONY
ARSENIC
ANTHRACENE
BENZO(A)ANTHRACENE
i
;{B)FLUORANTHENE

1/
12/
1/
2/
2/

31
32
19
19
19

6.60
5.00
0.49
1.30
1.10

6.6
33
0.49
1.4
1.4

WT-3S
NWC2
QB-3 SED
QB-3 SED
OB-2 SED

2.704
3.611

BENZO(K)FLUORANTHENE
CADMIUM
CHROMIUM
CHRYSENE
COPPER

2/
1/
29/
3/
23/

19
32
32
19
31

0.94
1.40
7.20
_0.41

0.95
f< 4
M u
i.6
274

C^SED
NWOD
NWC SED
QB-3 SED
NWC2

0.269
0.481
15591
0.297

0.45
0.68
6.30
0.45
6.70

2.2
0.72
156
2.1
54

3 / 32

0.59
1.00

31 / 31

9.50

2.9
1.2
347

FLUORANTHENE
INDENO*(1 ^,3-CD)-PYRENE
LEAD
PHENANTHRENE
NICKEL
PYRENE
SELENIUM
ZIN C

* T ~ V / 19

V312 /' 32
19
3/ 19
26/ 31
4/ 19

%%60

6.00
5.00
0.90
0.90
0.90

5.00
0.10
0.33
0.33
0.33

10.847

0.90
1.00
5.00
0.90
5.00

0.33
0.10
0.10
0.33
5.00

QB-3 SED
QB-3 SED
QB-3 SED
QB-3 SED
NWC2

0.330
0561
17.302
0.300
12.421

0.90
0.90
0.10
0.90
5.00

0.33
0.33
0.10
0.33
5.00

QB-2 SED
WT-3S
NWDD2

0.349
0.502
42.322

0.90
1.00

0.33
0.10

0J24&
0277

•

-

CanonleEnvironn^ntal

X -8

TABLE 5
SUMMARY OP FACILITY SAMPUNG RESULTS
UNION CHEMICAL SITE

Frequency
of
Detection

Chemical Residue

flange of
Detected
Concentrations
(ppm)

Incinerator Equipment

•

2,3,7,8-TCDD
Other TCDD
2,3,7,8-TCDF
Other TCOF
1,2,3,7,8-PeCDD
Other PeCOO
1,2,3.7,8-PeCDF
Other PeCDF

0/6
2/6
5/6
4/6
2/6
3/6
5/6
5/6

XX2,3,7,8-HxCDD
Other HxCDD
XX 2,3.7,8-HxCDF
Other HxCDF
1.2,3,4.6,7,8-HpCDD
Other HpCDD
1,2,3,4,6,7,8-HpCDF
Other HpCDF

3/6

0CDO
ocdfV
Antimony
Arsenic
Benzo(A) Anthracene
Benzo(B) Fluoranthene
Cadmium
Chromium
Chrysene
Copper
Dimethylphthalate
Ethylbenzene
Fiouranthene
Lead
Mercury
Methylene chloride
Nickel

Geometric
Mean
Concentration
(ppm)

~
V

4 /A
5 / i p '>
5 / «'
5/6
5/6
5/6
5/6
4/6
5/6
2/4
1/4
1/4
1/4
3/4
4/4
1/4
3/4
1/4
1/2
1/4
3/4
1/4
1/2
3/4

Page 1 of 3

0.00081 *0.0017
0.000012*0.0028
0.00057 *0.0129
0.00012 *0.0016
0.00019 *0.0218
jp p 0 4 - 0.0159
0.0016 - 0.0785
0.0001*0.0059
0.0011-0.0188
0.0011*0.052
0.000024-0.0708
0.00034 - 0.0163
0.00027-0.0148
0.00013 - 0.0966
0.000035 - 0.123
0.00087-0.0259
0.00075-0.0782
21 *44
8.3
8.2
8.1
4.9-40
13-810
12
40*4850
1100
19
10
155 *9200
0.24
61
64*712

<V
>

0.0000145
0.000106
0.000130
0.000376
0.000066
0.000420
0.000395
0.001280
0.000136
0.000802
0.000950
0.001700
0.000572
0.000683
0.002030
0.002718
0.001190
0.003093
8.72
3.37
3.48
3.47
5.73
210.66
3.83
109.65
6.67

022
3.66
199.35
0.12
0.39
90.58
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TABLE 5
SUMMARY O F FACIUTY SAMPUNG RESULTS
UNION CHEMICAL SITE

Chemical Residue
Phenarthrane
Pyrene
Styrene
Zinc

Frequency
of
Detection
1/4
1/4
1/1
4/4

Range of
Detected
Concentrations
(ppm)

Geometric
Mean
Concentration
(ppm)

9.1

3.58
4.12
326.00
152.29

13
326
9.5-1010

4

II Building Area
1,1,1*Trichloroethane
Trichloroethylene
Acetone '
Antimony
Arsenic
Bis (2-ethyl-hexyl) phthalate
Butyl benzyl phthalate
Cadmium
Chromium
V \ ,
Copper
•**
Cyanidf^
Dimdtl^lplhalate
Ethylbeiizene
Isophorone
Lead
Mercury
Nickel
Selenium
Silver
Tetrachloroethyiene
Toluene
Trichlorofluoromethane
Xylene
Zinc

6/9
3/9
1/ 3
4/5

A/Jk .
2 / V V
1

/r

5/5
5/5
5/5
5/5
1/3
3/9
1/3
5/5
5/5
5/5
2/5
4/5
6/9
3/9
1/9
4/9
5/5

Page 2 of 3

0.087-19
^ 0 3 4 - 33
0.29
^9 .4 -2 2
10- 19
160-1800
25
8 -3 5
219-1170
607-1910
1.0-27
6.4
0.062 - 38
14

0.88
0.13
0.18
10.5
9.56
98.32
5.14
17.7
557.7
843
6.39
4.14

1360-4010

2365
2.77
263
0.73
6.47
0.54
1.12
0.08
1.16
1923

0.51
5.37

1.3-20
137-814
I i -1.4
5.3-13
0.031 -920
1.7-28
0.0089
0.029-270
890 - 5450
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TABLE 5
SUMMARY O F FACIIJTY SAMPUNG RESULTS
UNION CHEMICAL SITE

of

Range of
Detected
Concentrations

Detection

(PPm)

1/3
1/3

0.012
0.0057
30
0.61
17
19

Frequency
Chemical Residue

Geometric
Mean
Concentration
(ppm)

Miscellaneous
1,1-Diehloroethane
1,1,1 -Trichloroethane
Chromium
Cis-1,2-Dichloroethylene
Copper
Lead
Nickel

Tetrachloroethyiene
T richloroethyiene
Zinc

LEGEND:1
*

17
^0.0 024

0.011
0.0082
30
0.012
17
19
17
0.0062

0:tX»5-0.02
62

0.0046
62

1/1
1/3
1/1
1/1
1/1
1/3
2/3
1 /<■&,

K

V

*
,.-TETRACHLORODIBENZODIOXIN
W e n t a c h l o r o d ib e n z o d io x j n

liEXACHLORODIBENZODIOXIN
HEPTACHLORODIBENZODIOXIN
OCTACHLORODIBENZODIOXIN
TETRACHLORODIBENZOFURAN
PENTACHLORODIBENZOFURAN
HEXACHLORODIBENZOFURAN
HEPTACHLORODIBENZOFURAN
OCTACHLORODIBENZOFURAN
Notes:
1. Frequency of detection refers to the number of samples in which the chemical residue
was detected dMded by the total number of samples analyzed for that chemical residue.
2. In calculating the geometric mean, one-half of the detection limit was used for samples
in which that specific chemical was non-detectabie.
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TABLE 6
CONTAMINANTS OF CONCERN
UNION CHEMICAL SITE

C
Chemical Constituent

Volatile Organics
1,1-Dichloroethane
1,2-DlcWoroethane
1,1-Dichloroethylene
Chloroform
Methylene Chloride
Tetrachloroethylene
Trichloroethylene
Xylene

Ground Water

X
X
X
X
X
X
X
X

Soil

Sediment

________________Facilities_________
Surface Water Incinerator
Still Building
Misi

X

X

X

X
X

X
X
X

X

X
X

X

•a
Dioxins and Furans
2,3,7,8-TCDD
Inorganics
Arsenic
Lead
Nickel
Zinc
PAH's
Benzo(a)anthracene
Benzo(a) pyrene
Benzo(b)fluoranthene

Ben20(g,h,i)peryiene
Benzo(K)fluoranthene
Chrysene
Fluoranthene
!ndeno(1,2,3-cd) pyrene
Phenanthrene
Pyrene

(

Note:
a
Dioxins and Furans are considered as a total 2,3,7,8-TCDD toxicity equivalent.
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TABLE 7
EXPOSURE PATHWAY SUMMARY
Exposure Pathway

Current She Conditions

Future Site Development

X

X

a
a

a
a

X

X

X

X

Ground Water
Ingestion
Inhalation During Water Use
Dermal Absorption During Water Use
Sols Within Fence (See Note b)
Incidental Ingestion
Dermal Absorption
Inhalation

a

On-Site Sols Outside of Fence (See Note b)
Incidental Ingestion
Dermal Absorption
Inhalation
Off-Site SoDs (See Note b)
Incidental Ingestion
Dermal Absorption
Inhalation

X

X

X

X

a
V
X

X

X

X

a

9

Surface Water
Inhalation
Dermal Absorption
Sediment
ingestion
Dermal Absorption*!.

a

a

X

X

X

X

X

X

**

Plant Facilities
Incidental Ingestion
«dSermaI Adsorption

X
X

Notes:
a Exposure pathway which is qualitatively evaluated in the baseline risk assessment
b For the risk assessment, three areas are considered separately for exposure to soils.
These areas are: 1) the portion of the site which is enclosed by the chain link fence, 2) the
portion of the UCC property which is outside of the fence, and 3) the off-site area, that is,
the area off of the UCC property. The three areas are shown on Figure 46.
x Exposure pathway which is quantitatively evaluated in the baseline risk assessment.
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TABLE 6
SUMMARY OF EXPOSURE ASSUMPTIONS

Exposure
Pathway___________

Exposure
________Population________

Exposure
Frequency

Exposure
_______ Rate(a)

Exposure
Duration

Relative Absorption Factors(a)
Volatile
Semivolatile
Organics
Organics
Inorganics

Ground Water (Current Site Conditions and Future Site Development)
Ingestion

70-kg Adults

Dally

2 liters/day

70 years

30-kg Children (Age 6- 11)
70-kg Children (Age 12-18)
53 kg

20/year
20/year
20/year

100 mg/day
100 mg/day
100 mg/day

5 years
7 years
12 years

^0 0 %

30-kg Children (Age 6- 11)
70-kg Children (Age 12-18)
53 kg

20/year
20/year
20/year

-500 mg/day
p p o mg/day
J*566 mg/day

30-kg Children (A$e 6- 11)
70-kg Children (Age 12-18)
53 kg

20/year
20/year
20/year

30-kg Children (Age 6- 11)
70-kg Children (Age 12-18)
53 kg

20/year
20/year
20/year

100%

100%

100%

100%

100%
100%
100%

100%(b)

5 years
7 years
12 years

50%
50%
50%

5%
5%
5%

Negligible
Negligible
Negligible

100 mg/day
100 mg/day
100 mg/day

5 years
7 years
12 years

100%
100%
100%

100%
100%
100%

100%(b)
100%(b)
100%(b)

500 mg/day
500 mg/day
500 mg/day

5 years
7 years
12 years

50%
50%
50%

5%
5%
5%

Negligible
Negligible
Negligible

Facilities Residues (Current Site Conditions)

Absorption
Weighted Average(c)

t

s S

Weighted Average(c)

1 1

Ingestion

On-Site Soil Within Fence (Current Site Conditions!
Ingestion
Weighted Average(c)
Absorption
W eighted Average(c)

X-37
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TABLE 8
SUMMARY OF EXPOSURE ASSUMPTIONS
(Continued)
Exposure
Frequency

Exposure
Rate(a)

Exposure
Duration

30-kg Children (Age €- 11)
70-kg Adults (Age 11 -70)
67 kg

40/year
40/year
40/year

100 mg/day
100 mg/day
100 mg/day

5 years
60 years
65 years

30-kg Children (Age 6- 11)
70kg Adults (Age 11 -70)
67 kg

40/year
40/year
40/year

500 mg/day
500 mg/day
500 mg/day

5 years
60 years
65 years

100/year
100/year

1200 mg/day
MTO mg/day
100 mg/day
107 mg/day
500 mg/day
500 mg/day
1000 mg/day
929 mg/day

Exposure
Pathway

Exposure
Population

Relative Absorption Factors(a)
Volatile
Semivolatile
Organics
Inorganics
Organics

On-Site SoH Outside of Fence (Current Site Conditions)
Ingestion
Weighted Average(c)
Absorption
Weighted Average(c)

100%
100%
100%

100%(b)
100%(b)
100%(b)

% b%

5%
5%
5%

Negligible
Negligible
Negligible

5 years
5 years
60 years
70 years

100%
100%
100%
100%

100%
100%
100%
100%

100%(b)
100%(b)
100%(b)
100%(b)

5 years
5 years
60 years
70 years •

50%
50%
50%
50%

5%
5%
5%
5%

Negligible
Negligible
Negligible
Negligible

100%
100%
100%
^ 0 %

Off-Site Soil (Current Conditions)
Ingestion

Weighted Average(c)
Absorption

Weighted Average(c)

16-kg Children (Ages 1 - 6 )
30-kg Children (Age 6- 11)
70-kg Adults (Age 11 -70)
63 kg
16-kg Chiidren$ge^ 1 - 6)
30-kg Children ( A g § 6 - 11)
70-kg Adults (Age 11- 70)
63 kg

*g0fyear
9**'
100/year
100/year
90/year
91/year

X-38
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TABLE ft
SUMMARY OF EXPOSURE ASSUMPTIONS
(Continued)
Relative Absorption Factors(a)
Volatile
Semivolatile
Organics
Organics
Inorganics

Exposure
Population

Exposure
Frequency

Exposure
Rate(a)

Exposure
Duration

16-kg Children (Ages 1 - 6)
30-kg Children (Age 6 - 1 1 )
70-kg Adults (Age 11- 70)
63 kg

100/year
100/year
90/year
91/year

200 mg/day
100 mg/day
100 mg/day
107 mg/day

5 years
5 years
60 years
70 years

16-kg Children (Ages 1 - 6)
30-kg Children (Age 6 - 1 1 )
70-kg Adults (Age 11- 70)
63 kg

100/year
100/year
90/year
91/year

500 mg/day
500 mg/day
1000 mg/day ^ ^
929 mg/day
%f

5 years
5 years
60 years
70 years

*^50%
ik>%
50%
50%

7/year
7/year

4.368 cc/day(d)
4.368 cc/day(d)
4.368 cc/day(d)

5 years
60 years
65 years

30-kg Children (Age 6 - 1 1 )
70-kg Adults (Age 11- 70)
67 kg

7/year
7/year
7/year

100 mg/day
100 mg/day
100 mg/day

30-kg Children (Age 6 - 1 1 )

7/year

70-kg Adults (Age 11 - 70)

7/year

67 kg

7/year

500 mg/day
500 mg/day
500 mg/day

Exposure
Pathway
On-Site Soil (Future Site Development)
Ingestion

Weighted Average(c)
Absorption

Weighted Average(c)

100%
100%
100%
100%

100%
100%
100%
100%

100%(b)
100%(b)
100%(b)
100%(b)

5%
5%
5%
5%

Negligible
Negligible
Negligible
Negligible

100%
100%
100%

100%
100%
100%

100%
100%
100%

5 years
60 years
65 years

100%
100%
100%

100%
100%
100%

100%(b)
100%(b)
100%(b)

5 years
60 years
65 years

50%
50%
50%

5%
5%
5%

Negligible
Negligible
Negligible

Surface Water (Current Site Conditions)
Absorption

30-kg Children (Age 6 - 1 1 )
70-kg Adults (A g eJI - 70)

Weighted Average(c)

67kA J

' %

ar

Sediment (Current Site Conditions)
Ingestion
Weighted Average(c)
Absorption
W eighted Average(c)
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TABLE 8
SUMMARY OF EXPOSURE ASSUMPTIONS
(Continued)
Exposure
Pathway___________

Exposure
________Population________

Exposure
Frequency

Exposure
_______ Rate(a)_______

Exposure
Duration

Relative Absorption Factors(a)
Volatile
Semivolatile
Organics
Organics
Inorganics

Notes:
(a)

Values taken from U.S. EPA risk assessment guidance documents.

(b)

Relative absorption factor for lead Is 30 percent for adults and 50 percent for children ages 1 - 6.

(c)

Weighted average used only for estimation of carcinogenic risks.

(d)

Based on dermal permeability constant of 0.00084 cm/hour, 2.6 hours of exposure per
event, and 2,000 square centimeter skin area (hands, forearms, feet, and lower
legs of child or hands and feet of adult). For PCE, the exposure rate is 988 cubic centi^ters/day
based on a dermal permeability constant of 0.19 cm/hour
^

X-40
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TABLE 9

SUMMARY OF RISK ESTIMATES BY MEDIUM AND
EXPOSURE ROUTE
CURRENT SITE CONDITIONS
UNION CHEMICAL SITE
Excess Cancer Risk
Exposure Scenario
Ingestion of Ground Water

Average
Case
5E-06

Worst
Case
2E-05

Noncarclnoaenlc Risk
Hazard Index
Average
Worst
Case
Case

Chemicals
Contributing
Most to Risk
1,1-DCE, 1,1-DCA

IE-03

Chemicals
Contributing
Most to Risk

9E-03

Toluene,
1.1- DCE,
1.1- DCA

2E-03

6E-03

Arsenic, Lead

1
Ingestion of On-Site Soil
Within the Fence

3E-07

5E-07

Arsenic |

*C

>

Absorption of On-S1te Soil
Within the Fence

7E-10

IE-07

PCE,

3E-06

2E-03

PCE

Ingestion of 0n-S1te Soil
Outside the Fence

IE-06

5E-o£ \

Arsenic

6E-03

2E-02

Arsenic, Lead

4E-04

1,1-DCE, PCE

0.3

Arsenic, Lead

Absorption of On-Site Soil
Outside the Fence

IE-06

PAHs 1,1-DCE

4E-06

Ingestion of Off-Site Soils

7e1D
2E-05

3E-05

Arsenic, PAHs

0.1

Absorption of Off-Site Soils

5E-06

7E-06

PAHs

3E-06

5E-06

PAHs

Ingestion of Sediments

6E-07

3E-06

Arsenic

5E-04

5E-03

Arsenic, Lead

Absorption of Sediments

IE-07

5E-07

PAHs

4E-08

3E-07

PAHs
X-83
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TABLE 9

SUMMARY OF RISK ESTIMATES BY MEDIUM AND
EXPOSURE ROUTE
CURRENT SITE CONDITIONS
UNION CHEMICAL SITE
(Continued)
Excess Cancer Risk

Exposure Scenario

Average
Case

Chemicals
Contributing
Most to Risk

Horst
Case

Noncarclnooenlc Risk
Hazard Index
Average
Horst
Case
Case

Chemicals
Contributing
Most to Risk

Absorption of Surface Hater

3E-08

4E-08

Arsenic

9E-05

^E-04

Ingestion of Incinerator
Equipment Residues

4E-06

4E-05

2,3,7,8-TCDD

9E-03

0.4

Lead

Absorption of Incinerator
Equipment Residues

9E-07

IE-05

2,3,7,8-TCDD

IE-06

4E-06

PAHs

Ingestion of Still Building
Residues

3E-07

0.1

0.2

Lead

Absorption of Still Building
Residues

lE-^ft

Ingestion of Miscellaneous
Facilities Residues
Absorption of Miscellaneous
Facilities Residues

IN

Arsenic, PCE

PCE

Y

2E-06

PCE

2E-05

4E-02

PCE

2E-11

3E-11

1,1-DCA

IE-03

IE-03

Lead,
Nickel

6E-U

6E-11

1,1-DCA, PCE

3E-07

2E-07

PCE

\
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TABLE /O

SUMMARY OF RISK ESTIMATES BY MEDIUM AND
EXPOSURE ROUTE
FUTURE SITE DEVELOPMENT
UNION CHEMICAL SITE
Excess Cancer Risk
Exposure Scenario

Average
Case

Worst
Case

Noncarclnoaenlc Risk
Hazard Index
Average
Worst
Case
Case

Chemicals
Contributing
Most to Risk

Chemicals
Contributing
Most to Risk

Ingestion of On-Site
Ground Mater

6E-04

IE-01

1,1-DCE, 1,1-DCA, TCE

0.3

Ingestion of On-Site Soils

2E-06

3E-05

Arsenic

2E-02

0.5

Lead, PCE

Absorption of 0n-S1te Soils

4E-07

6E-05

PCE, 1,1-DCE

3E-05

0.3

PCE

V

^

26

Methylene
Chloride,
1,1-DCE

9

9
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TABLE )l
INITIAL LIST OF REMEDIAL ALTERNATIVES
FOR THE UNION CHEMICAL SITE
(Continued)
IV. Off-Site Surface Soil Alternatives
1. Alternative OS-1: No Action;
2. Alternative OS-2:

Limited Action.

C^noriieErwcnrr^r^J

TABLE U
INITIAL LIST OF REMEDIAL ALTERNATIVES
FOR THE UNION CHEMICAL SITE
I. Management of Migration Alternatives
1. Alternative MM-1: No Action;
2. Alternative MM-2:

Limited Action;

3. Alternative MM-3: Ground Water Extraction, On-Site Treatment, and
Discharge to Quiggle Brook;
4. Alternative MM-4: Vacuum-Enhanced Ground Water Extraction, OnSite Treatment, and Discharge to Quiggle Brook;
5. Alternative MM-5:
Reinjection;

Ground Water Extraction, On-Site Treatment, and

traction, On6. Alternative fW-6: Vacuum-Enhanced Ground Water Extra
Site Treatment, and Reinjection
II. Source Control Alternatives
1. Alternative SC-1:

No Action;

2. Alternative SC-2:

Limite^ction;

3. Alternative SC-3:

Site Coping;

4. Alternative^|4: Soil Excavation and Off-Site Disposal;
V
5. Alternative Sll)-5: Soil Excavation and Low-Temperature Aeration;
6. ^Alternative SC-6:
7. Alternative SC-7:
Treatment.

ILL

In-Situ Soil Aeration;
Soil Excavation and High-Temperature Thermal

Facilities Management Alternatives
1. Alternative F-I: No Action;
2. Alternative F-2: Limited Action;
3. Alternative F-3: Facilities Decontamination Only;
4. Alternative F-4: Facilities Decontamination and Demolition;
5. Alternative F-5: Facilities Demolition and 0ff-S1te Disposal
Without Decontamination.

CanonieErr/lrcnrnenial

TABLE
COMPARISON OF REMEDIAL ALTERNATIVE COSTS

C

Present Worth of Alternative
Remediation Time

12 .YF?

31 yrs

100 vrs

I. Management of Migration

Alternatlm

Alternative MM-1: No Action*

$890,000

Alternative MM-2:

$895,000

Limited Action*

Alternative MM-3: Ground Hater
Extraction, On-Site Treatment,
and Discharge to Quiggle Brook

4.192.000

5,014,000

5,175,000

Alternative MM-4: Vacuum-Enhanced
Ground Water Extraction, On-Site
Treatment, and Discharge to Quiggle
Brook (1f SC-1, SC-2, or SC-3 is
Implemented)

6.068.000

7,029,000

7,218,000

Alternative MM-4: ,Vacuum-Enhanced
Ground Water Extraction, On-Site
Treatment, and Discharge to Quiggle
Brook (if SC-5 or SC-6 is Implemented)

5.108.000

6,037,000

6,220,000

4,806,000

5,689 000

5,862,000

Alternative MM-6: Vacuum-Enhaseed
Ground Water Extraction, On-Site
Treatment, and Retajectlon (if
SC-1, SC-2, or $%3|is implemented)

6,593,000

7,615 000

7,810,000

Alternative MM-6: Vacuum-Enhanced
Ground Water Extraction, 0n-S1te
Treatment, and Reinjection (If
SC-5 or SC-6 1s Implemented)

5,633,000

6,623 000

6,818,000

tentative MM-5: Ground Water
Extraction, On-Site Treatment,
and Reinjection

C a n o n ie E n v in n m
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TABLE I a
COMPARISON OF REMEDIAL ALTERNATIVE COSTS
(Continued)

C

Case A
10 ppm
Potion

Case A
1.0 ppm

Optica..

Case A
0.1 ppm
Potion

Case B
0.1 ppm
Potion

II. Source Control Alternatives
Alternative SC-1:

No Action

Alternative SC-2:
Alternative SC-3:

78,000

78,000

78,000

—

Limited Action

101,000

101,000

101,000

—

Site Capping

404,000

602,000

'956,000

—

Alternative SC-5: Soil Excavation
and Low-Temperature Aeration

1,579,000

2,210,000

3,059,000

3,553,000

Alternative SC-6:
Aeration

1,980,000

3,009,000

3,9^00

—

ln-S1tu Soil

Alternative SC-7: Soil Excavation
and High-Temperature Treatment

2,542,000- 4,108,0005,201,000 7.02MI00

\

6,256,000- 7,531,0009,569,000 11,076,000
Present Worth
Of Alternat ive

■II. Facilities Management Alternatives
Alternative F-l: No Action
Alternative F-2:

Limited Acti^V

Alternative F-3: Facilities
Decontamination Art*
Alternative F-4: £icil1t1es
Decontamination and Demolition
Case 1°
Case 1IC
Alternative F-5: Facilities
Demolition and Off-Site
Disposal Without Decontamination

78,000
128,000
217,000

778,000
1.196.000
1.813.000

CanonieErr/ircr.rr.-rM

TABLE I a

c

COMPARISON OF REMEDIAL ALTERNATIVE COSTS
(Continued)

IV. Off-Site Surface Soil Alternatives
Alternative OS-1: No Action

0

Alternative OS-2: Limited Action
(Without Additional Soil Sampling)

3256,000

Alternative OS-2: Limited Action
(With Additional Soil Sampling)

$282,000

O

aAssumes 30 years of operation and maintenance.
^Cost shown is an estimation which Includes low-temperature aeration of concrete.
cCost shown Is an estimation which Includes disposal of concrete In a RCRA landfill.
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Table 13

TABLE OF ARARS
UNION CHEMICAL SITE
REQUIREMENTS

REQUIREMENTS SYNOPSIS

RCRA — Standards for Owners
and Operators of Permitted
Hazardous Waste Facilities, 40
CFR 264.10 - 264.18

This regulation sets out
general facility requirements
for waste analysis, security
measures, inspection, training
and location. Requirements
apply to the storage,
treatment and disposal of
hazardous waste.

RCRA — Preparedness and
Prevention, 40 CFR 264.30 264.37

This regulation outlines
safety requirements and spill
control requirements for
hazardous waste facilities.
Facilities must be designed
and operated to minimize the
possibility of a release of
hazardous waste. Facilities
must maintain specified
equipment and aisle space.

RCRA - Contingency Plan and
Emergency Procedures, 40 CFR
264.50 - 264.56

This regulation outlines the
requirements development of a
contingency plan and emergency
procedures to be used in
explosions or fires, and
requires that threats to
public health and the
environment be minimized. .

RCRA — Manifest System,
Recordkeeping and Reporting,
40 CFR 264.70 - 264.77

This regulation details the
manifesting requirements for
an on-site facility that
stores, treats or disposes of
hazardous wastes.

RCRA — - Groundwater
Protection, 40 CFR 264.97 264.99

Under this regulation,
groundwater monitoring
requirements are outlined for
facilities that store, treat,
or dispose of hazardous waste.

RCRA — Closure and PostClosure, 40 CFR 264.110 264.120

This regulation details the
specific requirements for
closure and post-closure of
hazardous waste facilities.

RCRA — Waste Piles, 40 CFR
264.250 - 264.269

This regulation establishes
procedures for operating
requirements, closure and
post-closure requirements for
waste piles. Excavated soils
held in waste piles prior to
treatment must comply with
this requirement.

RCRA — Containers, 40 CFR
264.170

Hazardous wastes held in
containers on site must comply
with the requirements of this
regulation.

RCRA — Land Disposal
Restrictions, 40 CFR 268

These applicable regulations
outline land disposal
requirements and restrictions
for specified hazardous
wastes. Contaminated soils
and facilities residues which
are derived from F001 through
F005 wastes may not be
disposed of upon the land
unless treated to the
treatment levels specified in
40 CFR 268.41, or unless a
treatability variance is
obtained under 268.44.

Executive Order 11990,
Protection of Wetlands, 40 CFR
Part 6, Appendix A

To comply with this applicable
requirement, the remedy must
minimize the destruction, loss
or degradation of wetlands and
enhance the beneficial value
of wetlands.

Executive Order 11988,
Floodplain Management, 40 CFR
Part 6, Appendix A

To comply with this applicable
requirement, the remedy must
reduce the risk of flood loss
and restore and preserve the
beneficial value of
floodplains.

Clean Water Act, Permits for
Dredge or Fill Material, 40
CFR 230

Under this applicable
regulation, no activity that
adversely affects a wetland
shall be undertaken if a
practicable alternative that
has lesser effects is
available.

Safe Drinking Water Act,
Maximum Contaminant Levels, 40

MCLs have been promulagated
for a number of organic and

CFR 141.11- 141.16

inorganic contaminants. These
levels regulate the
concentrations of contaminants
in public drinking water
supplies, and are relevant and
appropriate since the
groundwater aquifer at the
Site is a drinking water
source.

Clean Air Act, National
Primary and Secondary Air
Quality Standards, 40 CFR
50.6-50.7

This relevant and appropriate
regulation specifies maximum
primary and secondary 24-hour
concentrations for particulate
matter and ozone.

Clean Air Act, NESHAP
Standards, 40 CFR 61

NESHAP standards for
demolition of buildings
containing asbestos are
applicable and will be
attained by the selected
remedy. The NESHAP standard
for emissions of vinyl
chloride from air strippers is
relevant and appropriate and
must be attained by the soil
treatment and vacuumextractions systems.

Clean Air Act, Emissions
Standards for Equipment Leaks,
40 CFR 61.240

This relevant and appropriate
regulation specifies methods
to be taken to control leaks
of volatile hazardous air
pollutants from equipment.

Maine Waste Management Law, 38
MRSA § 1301 et seq., and Maine
Hazardous Waste Management
Rules, Chapter 800-802, 850,
851, 854, 856-857

These applicable regulations
incorporate RCRA hazardous
waste regulations, including
standards for hazardous waste
facilities and manifesting
requirements. These
regulations also provide
additional requirements,
including standards for
environmental, facilities
locations, and requirements
for waste piles and storage
facilities.

Maine Solid Waste Management
Rules, Chapters 404, 405

These applicable rules
regulate disposal of
construction/demolition

debris, and disposal of
special waste.
Maine Natural Resources
Protection Act, 38 MRSA § 480A, and regulations thereunder
at Chapters 305, 310

This relevant and appropriate
statute and its regulations
prohibit the degration or
destruction of streams and
brooks by prohibiting
alteration in or adjacent to
protected natural areas
without a permit. At this
Site, removal of soil or
alteration of structures next
of streams must not cause
unreasonable soil erosion, and
must meet other standards.

Maine Air Pollution Control
Laws, 38 MRSA § 581-611, and
regulations at Chapters 100,
105, 109, 110, 114, 115, 116

This applicable law and its
associated regulations detail
the requirements and
limitations of state air
emission regulations,
including Maine Ambient Air
Quality Standards, for
specific substances.

Asbestos Abatement
Regulations, Chapter 136

This applicable regulation
sets forth Maine's
requirements regarding
handling and disposal of
asbestos.

Maine Water Pollution Control
Law, 38 MRSA § 411, et seq,
and regulations at Chapter
580, 584, 581.

This applicable law regulates
the discharge of waste to
surface water bodies. Treated
groundwater discharged to
Quiggle Brook must achieve
federal ambient water quality
criteria for the beneficial
uses of the brook, or site
specific numerical criteria.

Maine Standards for
Classification of Fresh
Surface Waters, 38 MRSA § 468

Quiggle Brook is classified as
a tributary to a Class GPA
water (and as Class B water)
under state water quality
standards.

Maine Standards for
Classification of Groundwater,
38 MRSA § 470

The groundwater at the Site is
classified as Class GW-A, of
such quality that it can be
used for domestic drinking
water.

Maine Water Pollution Control
Law, 38 MRSA § 420, 421

This law requires a 300-foot
zone between a solid waste
disposal area and a classified
body of surface water.

Maine Site Location of
Development Law, 38 MRSA 481,
and Chapters 374 and 375

Portions of this statute and
its regulations are relevant
and appropriate, including the
no adverse effect of
development rules, noise
abatement rules, and traffic
restrictions.

Maine Reduction of Toxics Use,
Waste and Release Law, 38 MRSA
§ 2301 et seq.

This relevant and appropriate
law requires that facilities
must take examine, plan and
implement means of reducing
the amount of toxics used and
released.

Standards and Criteria to be
Considered
Proposed MCLs and MCLGs

Proposed Maximum Contaminant
Levels and proposed non-zero
Maximum Contaminant Level
Goals were considered in the
establishment of groundwater
cleanup goals.

Maine Rules Relating to
Testing of Private Water
Systems for Potentially
Hazardous Contaminants, 10144A CMR, Chapter 233

These rules establish Maximum
Exposure Guidelines (MEGs)
based on federal standards,
health advisories and
toxicological information.
MEGs are used in determining
whether to waive fees for
testing for potentially
hazardous contaminants in
private wells.

OSWER Directive 9355.0-28,
Control of Air Emissions from
Superfund Air Strippers at
Superfund Groundwater Sites

This guidance relating to
control of air emissions from
strippers is relevant to the
design of emissions controls
for the vacuum extraction
system and the UV/oxidation
system.

Reference Concentrations

Reference Concentrations
established by EPA and
published in EPA's Integrated
Risk Information System (IRIS)

5

or HEAST are to be considered
in establishing appropriatae
levels of emissions of
hazardous substances into the
air from the components of the
remedial action.
Maine Department of Human
Services Policy, "Derivation
of Interim Exposure Guidelines
for the Hazardous Air
Pollutant Program," dated
March 27, 1985

This document 6ets out rough
guidelines for exposures to
hazardous air pollutants,
based in part on Threshold
Limit Values established under
OSHA.
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